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Abstract 
The internet revolution has provided valuable opportunities for business. In the 
last few years, a recent internet technology called Web 2.0 has become a common 
phenomenon and has been increasingly introduced into organisations. The use of 
Web 2.0 in organisational contexts is known as Enterprise 2.0. Employees’ use of 
Web 2.0 within organisations enhances their communication, collaboration and 
knowledge sharing. Despite the valuable benefits of Web 2.0, its adoption by 
employees is challenging and lengthy. After organisations introduce Web 2.0 
technologies, the next step is for employees to adopt it. However, this is not a smooth 
process. It may meet with employee resistance.  
Investigating employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 is important for a number of 
reasons. First, enterprises’ implementation of this emerging technology needs to be 
driven by individual employees as organisations cannot force employees to adopt it. 
In addition, Web 2.0 is community-based technology where a group of people 
interact with each other while using them: the more employees who adopt Web 2.0, 
the higher the chance for these technologies to succeed. The third reason is that a 
number of studies reported employees’ low adoption of Web 2.0 within 
organisations. Furthermore, the adoption of Web 2.0 and what influences its adoption 
are still nebulous and commentators advocate exploring this issue. Therefore, this 
research explores the adoption of Web 2.0 including what influence employees’ 
adoption and how employees are influenced by these issues to adopt Web 2.0.  
This research started by analysing the relevant literature in order to develop an a 
priori Enterprise2.0 adoption model. Reviewing related studies helped to synthesise 
potential adoption issues that could influence employees to adopt Web 2.0, hence the 
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review assisted in developing the a priori model. Then a qualitative study in two 
phases was used. In the first phase, two focus groups of employees were used to refine 
and extend the synthesis of adoption influences from the literature. The focus group also 
helped in developing the interview protocol. In the second phase, eighteen employees 
were individually interviewed to enrich the understanding about how the adoption 
influences as presented in the a priori model influence the adoption as well as exploring 
new adoption issues. 
This study developed an Enterprise 2.0 adoption model. It shows that the 
adoption of Web 2.0 by employees is a challenging and dynamic process that 
changes over time. Employees’ adoption of such technologies is influenced by a 
number of interrelated issues. These adoption issues are represented in eight themes: 
People Traits, Social Influence, Trust, Technological Attributes, Relevance of Web 
2.0, Web 2.0 Maturity, Organisational Support, and Organisational Practice. These 
adoption issues interrelate with each other during the adoption process and exert their 
influence on employees’ adoption. These issues can be motivators, hindrances or 
both. Also, these issues can influence employees’ level of engagement with Web 2.0 
and the frequency of their using Web 2.0. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
The internet revolution has provided valuable opportunities for business. In the 
last few years, a recent internet technology called Web 2.0 has become a common 
phenomenon and has been increasingly introduced into organisations to enhance 
employees’ communication, collaboration and knowledge sharing. Despite the 
valuable benefits of Web 2.0, its adoption by employees is challenging and lengthy. 
The adoption of Web 2.0 and what influences its adoption is still nebulous and 
commentators advocate exploring this issue. The current research explores employees’ 
adoption of Web 2.0, aiming to fill in this gap. This chapter outlines the research 
problem, defines the research scope, identifies the research questions and explains 
the significance of the research. It then describes the research study, explains its 
contribution to research, and outlines key concepts. Lastly, this chapter introduces 
the structure of the thesis. 
1.1 Research Problem 
Enterprise 2.0 refers to the use of Web 2.0 in organisational contexts (McAfee, 
2006). Using Web 2.0 within organisations is important to enhancing work 
productivity (Bughin, 2008; Onyechi & Abeyssinghe, 2009). Web 2.0 facilitates the 
sharing of employee knowledge, experience and ideas in a collaborative and 
interactive manner (McAfee, 2006; Wigand, 2007). Consequently, organisations 
achieve several advantages which include boosting returns, reducing costs and 
increasing the rate of innovation (Ali-Hassan & Nevoy, 2009; Bughin & Manyika, 
2007), as well as informational and social advantages (Ali-Hassan & Nevoy, 2009). 
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Yet, implementing Web 2.0 within organisations comes with challenges (Ali & 
Deans, 2009). The largest challenge is employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 (McAfee, 
2009). After organisations introduce Web 2.0 technology, the next step is for 
employees to adopt it. However, this is not a smooth process; it may meet with 
employee resistance and the time of adoption may be lengthy. According to INgage 
Networks (2010) and MacManus (2007), Web 2.0 within organisations has not been 
adopted widely by employees. Therefore, commentators believe that employees’ low 
adoption is an enormous obstacle in Web 2.0 initiatives (Corso, Martini, & Pesoli, 
2008; Onyechi &Abeyssinghe, 2009). 
As the level of user adoption of IT systems plays an important role in the 
success of these systems, studying the issues that affect their adoption has been an 
important issue (Davis, 1989). Similarly, examining the adoption of Web 2.0 is an 
important matter. Web 2.0 within organisations is a community based technology, 
and the more employees adopt it, the higher the chance for Web 2.0 to succeed 
(Bradley, 2007; Wilensky & Redmiles, 2008). The concept of Web 2.0 within 
organisations is based on the engagement and collaboration between employees 
(Schneckenberg, 2009). Therefore, employee adoption of Web 2.0 and their 
involvement can be an issue that threatens the successful implementation of 
Enterprise 2.0 According to Dwivedi, Williams, Ramdani, Niranjan and Vishanth 
(2011), investigating the adoption of Web 2.0 is urgent, in order to clarify what 
influences its adoption.  
1.2 Research Scope 
In business, Web 2.0 technologies are used in several ways, such as interfacing 
with customers, partners, or suppliers or being used by employees within an 
organisation (Bughin & Manyika, 2007; Corso et al., 2008). Therefore, Web 2.0 can 
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have internal use within an enterprise and external use. For example, marketing 
researchers (e.g., Constantinides, 2008; Mazurek, 2009; Rosen & Phillips, 2011) 
have looked at the external use of Web 2.0, investigating how its use affects 
marketing activities, such as building brand awareness and providing sales services 
(Constantinides, 2009). However, the use of Web 2.0 for engaging and connecting 
with external parties is out of the scope of this study.  
The focus of this research is the use of Web 2.0 within an enterprise. 
According to McKinsey’s survey (as reported by Manyika, 2007), 75% of 
organisations implement Web 2.0 for communication among their employees, 
making this the most common Enterprise 2.0 model “aiming to create new 
collaboration, knowledge-sharing and relation management” (Corso et al., 2008, p. 
607). In addition, the use of Web 2.0 within an enterprise provides valuable 
opportunities for enterprises, as it makes them more agile, efficient, and productive 
(Dawson 2009; Onyechi & Abeyssinghe, 2009). Organisations using Web 2.0 
internally appear to be more efficient due to their increased collaboration, sharing of 
knowledge, and fostering of innovation (Newman & Thomas, 2009). However, the 
internal implementation of Web 2.0 does have its challenges (Ali & Deans, 2009; 
McAfee, 2009; Onyechi & Abeyssinghe, 2009), demonstrating the need to explore 
these challenges. Furthermore, the successful implementation of Web 2.0 within 
enterprises is a preliminary step to extending Web 2.0 use externally. Once the Web 
2.0 culture is observed internally and becomes the employees’ norm of 
communication and collaboration, extending Web 2.0 to engage with external parties 
is easier. 
More specifically, this study focuses on employees’ experience of using Web 
2.0 within an organisation rather than a top management decision to adopt Web 2.0. 
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Mckinsey’s second survey showed that companies are continuing to increase their 
investments in Web 2.0 (Bughin, Manyika & Miller, 2008). The results of this survey 
were based on the responses of 1,988 executives from a range of regions and 
industries.  
However, this survey showed that only 21% of the respondents were satisfied 
with the implementation of Web 2.0. According to INgage Networks (2010) and 
MacManus (2007), Web 2.0 use within organisations has not been adopted widely by 
employees, which is an enormous obstacle to Web 2.0 initiatives (Corso, Martini, & 
Pesoli, 2008; Onyechi & Abeyssinghe, 2009). In other words, examining employees’ 
adoption of Web 2.0 is more critical than looking at management’s decision to adopt 
Web 2.0 for three reasons: (1) Many organisations have already started investing in 
internal Web 2.0 implementation; (2) there are free versions of Web 2.0 applications 
available on the Internet and can be introduced to organisations by employees who 
are Web 2.0 enthusiasts; and (3) researchers such as McAfee (2009) have 
demonstrated that employees are the “biggest barriers to faster and deeper adoption 
of Enterprise 2.0” (p. 164). 
Therefore, the scope of this research is to investigate the adoption of Web 2.0 
by employees within enterprises. In this thesis, the terms “Enterprise 2.0”, 
“Enterprise 2.0 technologies” and “Web 2.0” are used interchangeably to refer to 
employees’ use of Web 2.0 within enterprises. 
1.3 Research Questions 
The objective of this study is to understand how employees’ adoption of Web 
2.0 is influenced. This involves exploring the adoption issues and then examining 
how these issues influence employees to adopt Web 2.0 within organisations. A 
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better understanding of these issues helps in managing them in a way that makes 
Enterprise 2.0 initiatives succeed.   
The investigation research questions which address the objective of this study are: 
1. What are the adoption issues that influence Web 2.0 adoption within 
organisations? 
2. How do these adoption issues influence employees’ adoption of Web 
2.0 within organisations? 
 
The answer to these two research questions provides useful contributions to the 
body of knowledge regarding employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations. 
Previous studies recognised the low adoption of Web 2.0 as an enormous obstacle in 
Web 2.0 initiatives within enterprises (Corso, Martini, & Pesoli, 2008; Dwivedi et 
al., 2011; Onyechi &Abeyssinghe, 2009; McAfee, 2009). Yet, there is a lack of 
research investigating the causes of such low adoption rates among employees 
(Dwivedi et al., 2011). 
Over the past few years, studying the adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations 
has received attention from researchers (e.g. Bradley, 2007; DiMicco et al., 2008; 
Hester, 2011; Hester & Scott, 2008; Paroutis & Al Saleh, 2009). Yet, only a few 
studies (e.g. DiMicco et al, 2008; Hester, 2011) have examined Web 2.0 adoption 
empirically to identify the adoption issues that could influence employees’ adoption. 
Addressing the first research question contributes to the literature by extending the 
adoption influences identified by other studies. Also, this extension encompasses a 
larger view to explore adoption influences that are related to individual employees, 
the innovation itself (Web 2.0) or the context (enterprises). 
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Furthermore, this thesis focuses on illustrating how adoption issues influence 
employees during the adoption process. Unlike other IT systems, Web 2.0 is a social, 
participatory and voluntary technology (Riedl & Betz, 2012), which increase the 
complexity of its adoption. Addressing the second research question using the 
Interactive process perspective as a theatrical lens helped to obtain a comprehensive 
view of the adoption process and to deal with the complexity of Web 2.0 adoption. 
There are three perspectives of IT adoption: individualist, structuralist and interactive 
processes (Slappendel, 1996). The source of the causes of adoption and how adoption 
occurs differentiates these perspectives from each other. The individual perspective, 
apparent in the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and other similar models, views 
the adoption of innovation as a simple and static process caused by the actions of 
individuals and their personal characteristics (Kautz & Nielsen, 2004). 
The interactive process perspective assumes that the adoption of an innovation like 
Web 2.0 is dynamic and continuously changing because of the interrelation between 
individuals and organisational influences, as well as the innovation itself. The focus of 
studying IT adoption is based on the “individualist” perspective by using TAM-like 
models.  Yet, assuming that the adoption of an innovation is static and an objective 
phenomenon that can be determined by personal factors is a limited view (Slappendel, 
1996). Therefore, this thesis contributes to the literature by exploring and illustrating 
how employees are influenced to adopt Web 2.0 based on the interactive process 
perspective. 
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1.4 Significance of the Research 
Some commentators such as Ali-Hassan and Nevoy (2009), Alqahtani, Watson 
and Partridge (2010), Onyechi and Abeyssinghe (2009) and (McAfee, 2009a) value 
Web 2.0 benefits for organisations which include enhancing work productivity, 
boosting return, reducing cost and increasing the rate of innovation. Yet, most of 
these commentators indicate that employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 is recognised as 
the largest challenge that prevents enterprises from obtaining Web 2.0 benefits. 
In the context of Information Systems (IS), adoption refers to users’ use of 
these systems. Studying the issues that affect the adoption of IT technology has been 
an important issue (Davis, 1989). Studying individuals’ adoption of IT systems such 
as Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP), e-government or e-banking have received a 
lot of attention. However there is a lack of examination of Web 2.0 adoption 
(Dwivedi, Williams, Ramdani, Niranjan, & Vishanth, 2011; Kosalge & Tole, 2010).  
According to Dwivedi and colleagues (2011), commentators are still unclear 
about what influences the adoption of such social technology. In addition, 
enterprises’ implementation of this emerging technology needs to be driven by 
individual employees as organisations cannot force employees to adopt it (Kosalge & 
Tole, 2010). Therefore, understanding employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 is important 
as such technology is based on employees’ engagement and collaboration. The 
“Interactive process” is one perspective used to examine the adoption of 
innovations/technologies (Kautz & Nielsen, 2004; Slappendel, 1996). From this 
perspective, the assumption about the adoption of innovation is that it is dynamic and 
continuously changing because of the influence of issues related to individuals and 
organisations as well as the innovation itself (Kautz & Nielsen, 2004). 
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Although the adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations receives researchers’ 
attention from industry (e.g. Bradley, 2007; DiMicco et al., 2008) as well as from 
academia (e.g. Hester & Scott, 2008; Paroutis & Al Saleh, 2009), there is a need to 
further investigate this phenomenon for three reasons. First, some of these studies 
intended to explore the benefit of using Web 2.0 rather than how that could influence 
its adoption. Additionally, other studies conceptually studied the adoption but lacked 
empirical support. Lastly, a few studies examined Web 2.0 adoption empirically and 
identified a number of adoption issues. However, due to the complexity of Web 2.0 
adoption, it needs to be examined thought the “Interactive process” perspective to 
obtain a comprehensive view of the adoption process. 
The two major entities that could benefit from this research are academia and 
industry. This research project is related to two academic areas within the 
information system discipline, namely information technology (IT) acceptance and 
Enterprise 2.0. During the last 20 years, IT adoption research has been conducted to 
explain why information systems users accept or reject these systems. Several 
general IT adoption theories and models have been developed, and many research 
projects have been conducted in the area to extend these models to explain a 
particular IT technology and/or in a particular context. This research will explore 
Enterprise 2.0 adoption issues and how they influence the adoption process. 
At the end of the study, industry will gain advantages from this research. It will 
provide recommendations on how to drive the adoption of Web 2.0 and manage 
employee issues in order to make Enterprise 2.0 initiatives a success. Consequently, 
the organisations’ investments in Web 2.0 will not be wasted and the opportunities 
offered by such technology can be achieved. 
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1.5 The Research Study  
Understanding employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations is the 
objective of this study. In order to gain this understanding, the researcher explored 
the adoption issues and how they influence the adoption process. The exploratory 
nature of this study has suggested a qualitative approach to examine such a complex 
sociotechnical phenomenon. In order to examine this phenomenon, this study started 
by analysing the relevant literature in order to develop an a priori Enterprise 2.0 user 
adoption model. Then a qualitative study in two phases was used. In the first phase, 
two focus groups of employees were used to refine and extend the synthesis of 
adoption influences from the literature. Thirteen people participated in two focus 
groups, seven people in the first focus group and six people in the second one. The 
focus group helped in developing the interview protocol. In the second phase, 
eighteen employees were individually interviewed to enrich the understanding about 
how the adoption influences as presented in the a priori model influence the adoption 
as well as exploring new adoption issues. This overview of the research approach 
used in this study is addressed in more detail in Chapter Three.  
1.6 Summary of Findings 
In the current study, the research contributes to enhancing the understanding of 
the adoption of Web 2.0 in three ways. Firstly, it describes the adoption of Web 2.0 
within organisations. Four characteristic that describe Web 2.0 adoption were 
identified: the challenge of adopting Web 2.0, business and social adoption, ways of 
engaging with Web 2.0, and the occurrence of Web 2.0 adoption as a process. 
Secondly, this study identified the adoption issues of Web 2.0 in eight themes: 
People Traits, Social Influence, Trust, Technological Attributes, Relevance of Web 
2.0, Web 2.0 Maturity, Organisational Support, and Organisational Practice. A 
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detailed understanding of these adoption issues was developed. Furthermore, the 
“interactive process” perspective of IT adoption was supported in this study by 
mapping the adoption influences into its three broader categories: Individual, 
Innovation and Context. 
Thirdly, this study explores how employees’ adoption and engagement levels 
with Web 2.0 are influenced by a range of interrelated issues. Informed by the 
“interactive process” perspective views on IT adoption, this study develops a model 
of employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations. This model indicates that 
Web 2.0 adoption is a process that develops and changes over time because of the 
influence of interrelated issues that might also be dynamic in nature. So this study 
examines the eight adoption themes and how they relate to one another during the 
adoption process. 
1.7 Key Concepts 
This study has number of key concepts which are defined in this section. These 
operational definitions have been applied throughout the thesis and include: 
Information systems are the use of information technology (IT) to support business 
activities. Usually this term refers to the combination of IT and people activities. 
 
Information technology is the technological aspect of information systems 
including hardware such as computer and networks as well as software such as 
operating systems and Web applications. In this thesis the term “information 
technology” is used interchangeably with “information systems”, referring in many 
cases to computer software (e.g. Web 2.0). 
 
Innovation means introducing something new; it could refer to the new thing being 
introduced. In this thesis Innovation refers to the new IT technology (Web 2.0) 
introduced into an organisation. 
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IS/IT adoption refers to users accepting new IT technologies as well as using those 
technologies. In this thesis, the users are employees who are introduced to use Web 
2.0 technologies within the workplace. 
 
The “interactive process” is one of the perspectives of adopting IT innovations 
within organisations. The interactive process views the adoption as dynamic and 
changing over time due to the continuous interaction between individuals and 
organisational influences, as well as the innovation itself. 
 
Web 2.0 is a new generation of web-based applications that allow people to 
collaborate and share information online. Examples of Web 2.0 technologies include 
wikis, blogs and micro-blogs. While Web 2.0 technologies can be used on the 
internet as well as within organisations, in this thesis Web 2.0 refers to its use within 
organisations.  
 
Enterprise 2.0 refers to the use of Web 2.0 by organisations to interface with 
customers, to interface with partners or suppliers, and for internal use between 
employees. In this thesis the use of the term “Enterprise 2.0” refers to using Web 2.0 
among employees within organisations. “Enterprise 2.0” “Enterprise 2.0 
technologies” and “Web 2.0” are used interchangeably in this thesis but the intention 
is to refer to employees’ use of Web 2.0 within organisations. 
 
Organisations are social entities that are structured and managed to meet a need or 
to pursue collective goals. In this thesis “organisations” refer to business types of 
organisations (i.e. the private sector). These organisations can be small or large and 
can be in any industry. Sometimes the word “Enterprises” is used interchangeably 
with the word “organisations”. 
 
Employees are people who are hired to provide services to a company on a regular 
basis in exchange for compensation and who do not provide these services as part of 
an independent business. In this thesis, employees can be from different operational 
levels as well as from managerial levels and from any profession. 
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The “a priori model” presents a preliminary understanding of employees’ adoption 
of Web 2.0. It was developed in this research based on an analysis of the literature 
relevant to Web 2.0 adoption. It identified six main adoption issues: technological 
issues, social influences, knowledge sharing, trust, individual ability and resource 
availability. This preliminary model informed the first empirical phase of this study, 
which were the focus groups. The adoption issues in the a priori model guided the 
focus groups’ investigations and assisted in developing their protocol. 
 
The “Model of Employees’ Adoption of Enterprise 2.0” is the theoretical outcome 
of this thesis. It was derived from the empirical phase of this study as well as from 
the a priori model.  This model categorises the eight adoption themes found in this 
study into three broader categories, namely: individual, innovation and context. It 
also shows how adoption influences within every category interact with each other as 
well as with influences from other categories, resulting in employees’ engaging with 
Web 2.0 to different degrees. The Model of Employees’ Adoption of Enterprise 2.0 
identifies the adoption as a process that keeps changing over time, due to the 
interactions among the individual, innovation and context influences. 
1.8 Thesis Structure 
This chapter introduced this research study by outlining the research problem, 
defining the research scope, identifying the research questions as well as explaining 
the significance of this research. This first chapter also outlined the research study, 
its contribution to research, and explained key concepts used in the thesis. The rest of 
this thesis is organised as follows.  
Chapter Two reviews the literature and includes Enterprise 2.0 and IS adoption 
as well as studies related to Web 2.0 adoption. This chapter provides a preliminary 
understanding of the adoption of Web 2.0 and develop the a priori adoption model. 
Chapter Three presents the research method used to conduct this study. The 
method chapter discusses the research paradigm, explains and justifies the research 
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approach as well as the research method. It also illustrates the data collection and 
data analysis techniques as well as explaining the research project implementation. 
Chapter Four presents the research findings. The first section of the findings 
chapter describes the adoption of Web 2.0 via its four characteristics. After that the 
adoption issues are discussed in eight themes. In addition, how these issues influence 
the adoption of Web 2.0 is illustrated, leading to the development of an adoption 
model. 
Chapter Five present and explain how the Model of Employees Adoption of 
Web 2.0 was derived  
Chapter Six discusses Web 2.0 adoption and the eight adoption themes in 
relation to the literature. This discussion includes the interactions among the eight 
adoption themes. It also discusses how these interactions lead to providing the eight 
key insights for successful Web 2.0 adoption.  
Chapter Seven begins by summarising the key findings and then highlights the 
contribution of this study to research as well as its implications for practice. Finally, 
this chapter outlines the limitations of the current study and suggests further research. 
1.9  Conclusion 
The research study was introduced combined with an overview of Web 2.0 
adoption. This introduction highlighted employees’ adoption as a critical challenge 
that faces the implementing of Web 2.0. Also, the rationale for investigating this 
adoption issue was supported by arguing the need for employees to adopt Web 2.0 in 
order for this technology to succeed in the workplace. The scope of the study was 
then identified - the focus of the study is on examining employees’ adoption of Web 
2.0 within organisations. Following that, the research questions were stated; these 
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were based on the research problem and aim, namely to understand how employees 
are influenced to adopt Web 2.0. Additionally, the urgent need to conduct this study 
was explained in the “significance of the research” section, supported by 
commentators’ call to clarify the adoption of Web 2.0 and what influences it. The 
approach of the study was briefly presented followed by an overview of the research 
contribution. Then, each of the main key concepts that underpin this study was 
briefly defined. This chapter introduced the reader to the research project and the 
next chapter will present a detailed discussion on Enterprise 2.0, IT adoption and the 
adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations. 
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Chapter 2  Literature Review 
The use of Web 2.0 within organisations is important to enhancing work 
productivity and increasing innovation rates. However, the opportunities offered by 
implementing such technology come with challenges. Employee adoption of Web 
2.0 is recognised as the largest challenge which threatens its successful 
implementation (McAfee, 2009a; Onyechi & Abeyssinghe, 2009). Understanding 
employee adoption of this emerging technology is the aim of this project. Before 
conducting this investigation, it is essential to understand what Enterprise 2.0 is and 
the issues which may influence its adoption. Therefore this chapter reviews the 
current literature to enhance the researcher’s understanding of this phenomenon and 
related concepts.  
The first section (Section 2.1) provides background related to Enterprise 2.0 
including definitions, technological characteristics, its benefits and risks. Secondly, 
Section 2.2, introduces Information Systems (IS)/ Information Technology (IT) 
adoption as it is a related topic in this study. In this section, the definition of IT 
adoption will be presented followed by identification of the three major perspectives 
relating to the adoption of IT. Section 2.2 outlines the theoretical perspective used in 
this research. Section 2.3 will review the related studies to obtain a preliminary 
understanding of Web 2.0 adoption. Section 2.4 presents the a priori Enterprise 2.0 
user adoption model. The final section (Section 2.5) concludes this chapter by 
summarising the key findings. 
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2.1  Enterprise 2.0 
This section defines Web 2.0 and describes its characteristics, as well as its 
most common technologies/applications such as Wikis and blogs. This section also 
discusses the use of Web 2.0 in business, covering its benefits and risks. 
2.1.1 Definition of Web 2.0 
The term Web 2.0 emerged in 2004 to refer to a new internet technology. Dale 
Dougherty coined the term during a team discussion about future Web conferences 
(O'Reilly, 2005). Although the term “Web 2.0” has been frequently used by 
practitioners from industry and academia, there are some criticisms of this term. 
Some researchers (Tapiador, Fumero, Salvachua, & Aguirre, 2006; Valdes & Smith, 
2005) have stated that the term “Web 2.0” is not clear, and that it is difficult to 
understand the actual meaning behind it. The second criticism of this term is that it is 
misleading, because it appears to refer to the next generation of the World Wide Web 
(Wigand, 2007). 
On the other hand, there is agreement about the concept and role of this 
technology, regardless of terminology. Many agree that there is a shift in how people 
interact with the Web now that there are new generations of services or applications 
available on the Web. These types of applications are designed to provide internet 
users with space to publish and share information and ideas. Thus, the Web 2.0 
phenomenon could be defined as a new generation of Web applications that permit 
people to collaborate and share information online (Tapiador et al., 2006; Wigand, 
2007). Unlike traditional static Web pages, Web 2.0 is more dynamic, allowing users 
to contribute to Web content and to support Web-based communities of users. 
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2.1.2 Web 2.0 characteristics 
Several characteristics define Web 2.0 technology and distinguish it from the 
traditional Web (Valdes & Smith, 2005). First of all, Web 2.0 is user centred, as 
users are able to create, organise and categorise the Web content (Levy, 2009; Valdes 
& Smith, 2005). Besides that, users are actively involved in user-generated meta-data 
(Valdes & Smith, 2005), data that describes user content. Tags and bookmarks are 
examples of the meta-data that allow users to describe and retrieve Web content. 
Secondly, openness is another Web 2.0 characteristic. This  means that there are no 
licenses on the content (Tapiador et al., 2006; Valdes & Smith, 2005). For example, 
content-intensive Web sites like Wikipedia apply open-source-content on their 
content. Also, the openness of Web 2.0 refers to participating in a transparent 
medium where anyone is empowered to contribute (Andersen, 2007; Schneckenberg, 
2009). The third Web 2.0 characteristic is that it is lightweight, which refers to the 
simplicity of the user interface, system functionality and type of development 
technology (Gilchrist, 2007; Valdes & Smith, 2005). Lastly, the content in Web 2.0 
is distributed, shareable and editable (Hinchcliffe, 2006; Valdes & Smith, 2005). 
According to Cormode and Krishnamurthy (2008), unlike the static World 
Wide Web, Web 2.0 is “more forcefully making the user a first class object in their 
systems”(p. 6), and therefore making interaction easier for the user. As listed by 
Cormode & Krishnamurthy (2008), some of the important site features that mark out 
a Web2.0 site include the following: 
 Users as first class entities in the system, with prominent profile pages, including 
information such as age, gender, location, testimonials, or comments about the 
user by other users. 
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 The ability to form connections between users, via links to other users who are 
“friends”; membership in groups of various kinds; and subscriptions or Rich Site 
Summary (RSS) feeds of updates from other users. 
 The ability to post content in many forms: photos, videos, blogs, comments and 
ratings on other users’ content, tagging of own or others’ content, and some 
ability to control privacy and sharing. 
 
Other more technical features, including a public Application Programming 
Interface (API) to allow third-party enhancements and mash-ups, and embedding 
of various rich content types (e.g. Flash videos), and communication with other 
users through internal email or instant messaging (IM) systems. 
 
Figure (2.1) represents the differences between Web 1.0, which is the 
traditional Web, and Web 2.0. Web 2.0 is a Web-based community of users who are 
able to participate in the development of the web content. In other words, the users’ 
actions on the web have improved from being read-only to being able to publish, 
subscribe and collaborate (Tapiador et al., 2006). 
 
Figure ‎2.1 Web 2.0 Vs the traditional Web (Hamid, 2007) 
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Another effort to distinguish Web 2.0 from other technologies, such as Web 
1.0, email and Group ware, has been made by Bradley (2009) who identified six core 
characteristics of Web 2.0: participative, collective, transparent, independent, 
persistent, and emergent. The use of Web 2.0 is based on user participation and 
collective group effort anytime anywhere. This effort occurs in a transparent 
environment leading to the emergence of ideas and content which remains persistent 
for future use (Bradley, 2009). 
2.1.3 Web 2.0 applications 
Currently, several web-based applications or services demonstrate the Web 2.0 
characteristics that are available. This type of online application includes web blogs, 
wikis, content syndication, social bookmarking, and social networking sites. These 
applications allow anyone to be involved in the interaction with the Web and its 
content. Users are able to publish, filter, edit, search, subscribe, collaborate and 
communicate online (Tapiador et al., 2006; Tredinnick, 2006). Accordingly, with 
high internet accessibility and the availability of mobile devices, many users are 
attracted to using Web 2.0 applications in public; also more organisations are 
interested in introducing Web 2.0 tools in the workplace. Table 1 presents some 
examples of Web 2.0 applications and their potential uses in enterprises (Alqahtani, 
Zakaria, & Watson, 2010). 
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Table ‎2.1 Potential Applications of Web 2.0 Tools in Enterprises 
Potential Applications of Web 2.0 Tools in Enterprises 
Web 2.0 Tools / Services Potential Applications for Enterprises 
Blogs (Social Media)  CEO channel of communication with all employees 
 Expertise sharing 
 Marketing tools for new product or services 
 Internal communication 
Wikis (Social Media)  Managing enterprise projects 
 Collaborative writing of enterprise’s reports 
 Building enterprise information and knowledge 
 Collaboration platform with external parties 
Social Networking  Leadership development 
 Enhancing social relations between employees 
 Finding experts within the enterprise 
 Connecting with colleagues  
Tagging and Social 
Bookmarking (Social Media) 
 Categorising enterprise information and knowledge 
  Sharing expertise and expertise resources 
Podcast (Social Media)  Business marketing tool 
 Advertising organisation’s events 
 Communicating employees’ ideas and tips 
RSS and syndication 
(Aggregators) 
 Obtaining corporate news 
 Keeping track of projects and events  
 Connecting with  CEO posts 
 Linking with experts’ tips 
 
2.1.4 Definition of Enterprise 2.0 
The explosive growth of Web 2.0 public use has been observed by people in 
the business world. Organisations started to introduce Web 2.0 tools to enhance work 
productivity, reduce cost and increase innovation rates (Bughin, 2008). When 
discussing the application of Web 2.0 in an “organisational context”, the term 
“Enterprise 2.0” is used (Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2007).  
The term “Enterprise 2.0” was coined by Andrew McAfee, Associate Professor 
of Harvard Business School, in the spring of 2006 (Newman & Thomas, 2009). This 
term might carry some ambiguity, however, according to McAfee (2009b, p.3); it is 
simply “the use of emergent social software platforms, or ESSPs, by an organization 
to pursue its goals”. Additionally, McAfee (2009b) extended the definition by 
breaking it down into the following concepts: 
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 Social software: “enables people to rendezvous, connect, or collaborate 
through computer-mediated communication and to form an online 
community” (p. 3). 
 Platforms: “digital environment in which contributions and interactions are 
visible to everyone and remain until the user deletes them” (p. 3). 
 Emergent: “software is free-form and contains mechanisms that let the 
patterns and structure inherent in people’s interactions become evident over 
time” (p. 3). 
 Freeform: “software has many or all of the following characteristics: Its use 
in optional; it does not predefine workflows; it is indifferent to formal 
hierarchies; and it accepts many types of data” (p. 3). 
The Association for Information and Image Management (AIIM) gives another 
interesting definition of Enterprise 2.0: “a system of web-based technologies that 
provides rapid and agile collaboration, information sharing, emergence and 
integration capabilities in the extended enterprise” (AIIM, 2008, p. 1). This definition 
stresses the use of Web 2.0 in the extended enterprise, an organisation’s interactions 
within itself or with its partners and suppliers. AIIM’s definition does not conflict 
with McAfee’s perception of Enterprise 2.0. McAfee (2006) defines Enterprise 2.0 as 
the application of Web 2.0 within enterprises or between enterprises and their 
partners or customers. 
2.1.5 Enterprise 2.0 technological features 
Often, information technologies consist of several components. McAfee (2006) 
defined six technological features or components of Enterprise 2.0 technologies.  
These components are indicated through the acronym SLATES, which consists of 
the following: 
 Search: Seeking information on an intranet. This is an important feature that 
is available for any information platform. It refers to the users’ ability to find 
information using a keyword search. While the internet search is available 
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and effective (Fallows, 2005), intranet users find it difficult to find relevant 
information on the corporate intranet (Hinchcliffe, 2006; McAfee, 2006). 
 Links: Likewise, this feature is used on the internet, but less on the enterprise 
intranet. It makes links between web pages to provide useful and important 
information on other pages. More importantly, links create content structures 
of online information that will help make the search feature more effective on 
the intranet (Hinchcliffe, 2006; McAfee, 2006). McAfee (2006) believes that 
people in organisations should be allowed to participate in building the 
intranet content and links in order to make the corporate internet richer and 
more attractive. 
 Authoring: Usually, people like to write for a large group of people, as has 
been proven by Wikipedia. People have something to contribute: knowledge, 
insight, and experience that could be presented in comments, edit, and link 
formats. Therefore, authoring is a very important Enterprise 2.0 feature as it 
helps to create these contributions (Hinchcliffe, 2006; McAfee, 2006). 
 Tags: This feature is an information resource (e.g. web pages, blogs) or item 
(e.g. photos) categorisation scheme. It is created to indicate the structure of 
information from people’s points of view (Hinchcliffe, 2006; McAfee, 2006). 
In other words, they are not predefined by a particular group of people; 
instead, all people participate in building this categorisation scheme over 
time. Some examples of the tagging systems in the internet are Flickr for 
photos and del.icio.us for website bookmarks. Using a system like del.icio.us, 
inside organisations will help workers to keep track of information tagging 
and resources that are used and visited by other employees (McAfee, 2006). 
 Extensions: McAfee (2006) views the extension as a smart feature that takes 
tagging one further step by the automatic matching of related content and 
informing users about it. One example is the Amazon website, which 
provides recommendations about related or similar books to the person who 
wants to buy a particular book. Moreover, this feature can be used on the 
organisation’s internet to extend the content search result. 
 Signals: Website updates and new content are added so often that users can 
easily feel overloaded with information if they receive it in an alert format by 
email. In addition, users need to visit many websites and spend a tremendous 
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amount of time to just check for updates. For this reason, users need a signal 
(RSS feed) system to distribute the updates to them. All the updates for a 
particular user can be aggregated in one place that can be visited to obtain all 
the updates of interest (Hinchcliffe, 2006; McAfee, 2006). 
There is wide agreement about the features of Enterprise 2.0 technologies: all 
of these features have been recognised by experts from industry. However, others 
may not agree completely; Gilchrist (2007) believes that the core features Enterprise 
2.0 technologies are Authoring, Tags, Extension and Signals. On the other hand, 
Hinchcliffe (2007) not only agreed with the six features of Enterprise 2.0, but also 
added the following four additional capabilities: Freeform, Emergence, Social and 
Network-oriented. These extended features are defined as follows: Firstly, the use of 
Enterprise 2.0 applications is optional Secondly, they are free of unnecessary 
structure. Thirdly, they should be highly egalitarian, and finally they should support 
several data forms (Riedl & Betz, 2012). Figure 2.2 presents the FLATNESSES 
model as adopted from Hinchcliffe (2007). 
 
Figure ‎2.2 A new, updated mnemonic for Enterprise 2.0 (Hinchcliffe, 2007) 
 
2.1.6 Enterprise 2.0 benefits 
Deploying Enterprise 2.0 technologies benefits organisations and enhances 
work productivity (Onyechi & Abeyssinghe, 2009). Web 2.0allows employees to 
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communicate better, collaborate and share knowledge. As a result, enterprises boost 
return, reduce costs and increase the innovation rate (Bughin & Manyika, 2007). By 
presenting some case examples, Bughin (2008) demonstrated how Web 2.0 could 
improve work productivity and benefit organisations. The first example is from an 
advertising agency called Omnicome. The agency boosted revenue from 25% to 30% 
by using collaborative tools between accounting and creative teams. P&G, a 
consumer goods company, reduced research and development (R&D) costs by more 
than 30% through harnessing cooperation with researchers on new products. P&G 
also doubled its innovation rate. Organisations using Web 2.0 appear to be more 
efficient due to having better collaboration, sharing knowledge and fostering 
innovation (Newman & Thomas, 2009). 
Ali-Hassan and Nevoy (2009) classified the benefits of using Web 2.0 within 
organisations into three categories: informational benefits, social benefits and 
business benefits. First, Web 2.0 facilitates managing information and information 
resources, and hence provides informational benefits. Using Web 2.0 allow 
employees to create, obtain and disseminate information easily. Posts, comments, 
and bookmarks are created, edited and shared collectively in a collaborative manner. 
In addition, Web 2.0 applications such as social bookmarking, improves employee 
ability and efficiency in finding information resources and individual expertise. 
Employees can further explore Web 2.0 content to discover connections among 
content and people, leading to new insights. 
Social benefits from implementing Web 2.0 are also clear. The openness and 
the social features of Web 2.0 encourage employees’ connections as individuals or as 
groups. This technology facilitates building communities such as communities of 
practice or communities of interest within organisations (Alqahtani, Watson, & 
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Partridge, 2011). Through these social technologies, employees are engaged in 
dialogue with their managers or colleagues and are motivated to express themselves 
in relation to business or non-business matters. In cases where the workforce is 
geographically distributed, Web 2.0 can bridge the distance and connect employees. 
In addition, such technology assists employees to develop a professional relationship 
with strong and weak ties (McAfee, 2009a). Jackson, Yates and Orlikowski (2007) 
pointed out that social technology in an organisational context could also help 
increase employees’ reputation and build their career. Employees use this open 
medium to present their contributions and competencies, thus opening the door to 
opportunities. 
The business benefit pointed out by Ali-Hassan and Nevoy (2009) overlaps 
both information and social benefits such as enhancing employee reputation, 
improving the ability to find information, developing community and sharing 
knowledge. This overlap is due to the indirect impact of these “soft benefits” on 
business. Li (2012) shows that Web 2.0 improves employees’ abilities and business 
efficiencies simply by connecting people. Li (2012) lists a number of Web 2.0 
benefits for business, for example improving best practices, facilitating collaboration 
and solving problems faster as well as enhancing and streamlining internal 
communication. 
Dawson (2009) identified potential key benefits from implementing Web 2.0, 
categorising them as productivity and efficiency, staff engagement, knowledge and 
reputation. Work productivity is increased by employees’ ability to access valuable 
resources and to collaborate with each other to improve innovations and solve work 
problems. Xarchos and Charland (2008) added that Web 2.0 engage employees to 
contribute to the development of the strategic business plan and other business and 
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HR topics. The open collaboration over Web 2.0 supports decision making processes 
(Turban, Liang, & Wu, 2011). Decision making and other collective efforts can be 
enhanced via the capacity of Web 2.0 to expedite information sharing, solicit 
opinions and prioritise options. Also, Enterprise 2.0 facilitates employees’ 
communication, creating positive attitudes and maximising their engagement. This 
results in a more effective learning environment and employee retention. 
2.1.7 Enterprise 2.0 risks 
Even with these benefits, Enterprise 2.0 technologies have associated risks 
(Dawson, 2009). These risks are security, losing control over content, and threats to 
reputation and reliability (Cook, 2008; Gilchrist, 2007). Security is one of the most 
prominent risks involved with Web 2.0. In particular when opening the enterprise 
operating system to external parties (Cook, 2008; Dawson, 2009; Maio, 2008), the 
risk increases. Organisations’ information or content available for employees over 
Enterprise 2.0 platforms is difficult to control, which causes problems such as 
leaking confidential or competitive information externally, posting negative 
comments and editing established organisational messages (Gilchrest, 2007; 
Dawson, 2009). Web 2.0 makes content visible, easy and fast to spread (Dawson, 
2009). Therefore, risks to the organisational reputation increase if employees 
misbehave or comment in inappropriate ways, Employees may also provide incorrect 
information which could mislead others (Dawson, 2009; Gilchrest, 2007). However, 
Andrew McAfee stated that “the community has decided the benefits of Enterprise 
2.0 tools outweigh the risks” (as cited in Mangelsdorf, 2010, p.11). That means there 
is a need to resolve Web 2.0 risks without inhibiting the technology and losing its 
benefits. 
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2.1.8 Enterprise 2.0 emerging models 
Enterprise 2.0 technologies can be used in several ways. In the Enterprise 2.0 
definitions introduced earlier, the use of Web 2.0 in an organisational context is 
classified according to three ways of access: by employees, by partners or suppliers, 
and by customers. The McKinsey global survey (Bughin & Manyika, 2007), that 
focussed on how businesses are using Web 2.0, confirms three types of application of 
Web 2.0 in business: to interface with customers, to interface with partners or 
suppliers, and using Web 2.0 internally between employees, for collaboration and 
knowledge sharing.  
The use of Web 2.0 to interface with customers is an important Enterprise 2.0 
model (usage type). According to a McKinsey survey, 70% of organisations adopt 
Web 2.0 to interact with customers. The purpose of such interaction is to acquire 
customer feedback, market products or services, find new customers or markets and 
provide after-sales service 
Another Web 2.0 usage in business is interfacing with suppliers or partners 
(extended enterprise). Fifty one percent of McKinsey participants indicated that they 
perform this type of usage. One of the Enterprise 2.0 emerging models identified by 
Corso, Martini, Pellegrini and Pesoli (2008) is open enterprise (OE) for better 
integration and better communication among organisations. Corso et al. (2008, p. 
607) stated that “with OE.., the whole organisation is designed to be open to the 
contribution made by different people and sources and selectively offer services and 
information to external players and organisations, creating new ways to interact with 
suppliers, partners and consultants”. 
The third identified Web 2.0 usage type is internal use. This refers to the 
adoption of web 2.0 by employees within an organisation. As the McKinsey survey 
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(2007) pointed out, 75% of organisations use Web 2.0 internally for employee 
collaboration and knowledge sharing. This is the emerging social enterprise (SE) 
model of Enterprise 2.0 (Corso et al., 2008). The SE model is the most popular 
Enterprise 2.0 model, “aiming to create new collaboration, knowledge-sharing and 
relation management” (Corso et al., 2008, p. 607). This research project will focus on 
this model. In other words, the aim of this research is to investigate the internal 
adoption of Web 2.0 by employees. 
2.1.9 The role of Web 2.0 within organisations 
Knowledge sharing and collaboration are important aspects of Enterprise 2.0 
(Bughin, 2008; McAfee, 2006; Tredinnick, 2006). Enterprise 2.0 technologies such as 
blogs, wikis and social bookmarking enhance organisational knowledge as they are 
collaborative, conversational and personal knowledge management technologies 
(Alqahtani, Watson, & Partridge, 2011). 
Collaboration as a term is a broad concept which could have several meanings; 
however, in this context it will mean interaction between some parties (Martinez-
Moyano, 2006); information sharing (Bruffee, 1999) and joint construction of 
knowledge (Thalemann & Strube 2004). People’s collaborative interactions lead to 
the creation of knowledge (Ou, Sia, & Hui, 2013; Payne, 2008). Web 2.0 is a 
conversational technology which incorporates two-way interactions among 
employees (Lee & Lan, 2007; Pfaff & Hasan, 2007). This interactive mechanism 
helps knowledge holders to contribute knowledge and enables others to point out, 
comment, raise questions and extend the new knowledge. 
The use of Enterprise 2.0 technology to maintain organisational knowledge 
collaboratively includes group publishing of working documents (e.g. policy or 
technical documents), harnessing the collective intelligence to create knowledge 
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repositories (Grace, 2009; Hester, 2010) and categorising information and knowledge 
resources which are known as folksonomy (Parise et. al., 2009). 
2.1.10 Implementation challenges 
Web 2.0 is an opportunity to make organisations more agile, efficient and 
productive. However, its implementation comes with challenges and concerns (Ali & 
Deans, 2009). These concerns are organisational concerns such as the fear of losing 
control, difficulty measuring return on investment and security issues (Modiglian, 
2010; Onyechi & Abeyssinghe, 2009). Managers are concerned that the freeform of 
using Web 2.0 could affect the quality and stability of information, and allow for 
irresponsible behaviours by employees. Also, quantifying the business value of using 
Web 2.0 is difficult, resulting in organisations being reluctant to implement Web 2.0. 
Yet, there is a larger challenge in Enterprise 2.0 implementation, which is 
employees’ adoption (McAfee, 2009a; 2009b). Low adoption by employees is an 
enormous obstacle in Enterprise 2.0 projects (Corso et al., 2008; Onyechi & 
Abeyssinghe, 2009). Forester reported that only 15% of people use Enterprise 2.0 
tools (Macmanus, 2007). By interviewing a panel of Enterprise 2.0 early adopters, 
McAfee (2009a) demonstrated how users or employees are the biggest barrier to the 
adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations. McAfee (2009, p.163) asked the panel: “if 
Enterprise 2.0 tools and approaches really are so beneficial and powerful, why 
haven’t they spread like wildfire?” The panel responses concluded that users are the 
“biggest barriers to faster and deeper adoption of Enterprise 2.0” (McAfee, 2009, 
p.164). According to Corso et al. (2008), besides management support, the level of 
user involvement is a critical success factor in Enterprise 2.0 initiatives. 
Some academics such as Alqahtani et al. (2010b), Creese (2007) and McAfee 
(2006) value the benefits of Web 2.0 and at the same time highlight some challenges 
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that might affect their success. The adoption issue is one of the most critical 
challenges facing Enterprise 2.0 technologies (McAfee, 2009a; 2009b). This issue 
has been reported in several case studies such as Walt Disney Company studios 
(Creese, 2007). The Walt Disney Company was challenged by email overload and 
information management driven to implement wikis and blogs. The use of Web 2.0 
by Walt Disney supported distributing information, facilitated organisational change 
and enhanced communication as well as reducing its costs. Yet, this company 
“reported problems in getting many staff to take up and support the new technology” 
(Creese, 2007, p. 7). 
Wylie (2009) believes that an intensive discussion about what Web 2.0 is, and 
what it can deliver to business, has to take place. Steve Wylie added that the adoption 
of such technology requires further study and investigation. For this research project, 
user adoption of Web 2.0 will affect Enterprise 2.0 implementation and its success. 
This is because Web 2.0 is a community based system, so the more employees who 
adopt Enterprise 2.0 tools, the higher the chance for this system to succeed (Bradley, 
2007; Wilensky & Redmiles, 2008). 
2.2  Adoption of Information Technology 
In the context of IT systems, adoption is the user’s intention to accept and use 
these systems. As the level of user acceptance in using IT systems plays an important 
role in the success of these systems, studying the factors that affect the acceptance of 
IT technology has been an important issue (Davis, 1989). Consequently, several 
adoption models – such as the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davies, 1989) 
and the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) 
(Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003) – have been developed to show the 
variables that have an impact on IT adoption. Web 2.0 shares some features with 
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other IT systems including the use of computers and computer networks to store, 
retrieve and transmit information. Yet, Web 2.0 is not just another IT system. It is a 
participatory, transparent, freeform and social IT system whose use is voluntary 
within organisations. There is some doubt about what influences its adoption. 
In this section (Section 2.2), the definition of IT adoption will be presented 
followed by identifying the three major perspectives of IT adoption according to 
(Kautz & Nielsen, 2004; Slappendel, 1996). At the end of this section, the theoretical 
perspective used in this research will be discussed. 
2.2.1 IT adoption definition 
Diffusion of innovation (DoI) theory is considered as the origin of IT adoption 
studies (Sarosa & Zowghi, 2005). This theory views new ideas or new products as 
innovations (Rogers, 1995). Similarly, the new IT systems introduced into 
organisations are considered to be innovations (Sarosa, 2007). The IT innovation in 
this study is Web 2.0. 
In this study, it is important to explain the adoption of IT innovation. Adoption 
can be considered as the acceptance and use of an innovation by individuals whereas 
diffusion is the expansion of an innovation within communities (Boving & Boker, 
2003). A universal definition of adoption within the IT adoption literature does not 
exist. However two definitions are prominent. The first definition explains IT 
adoption as the users’ commitment to implementing IT with a focus on adoption 
decisions (Rogers, 1995). This definition is built on the communication theory that 
innovation can be communicated amongst communities resulting in the acceptance 
of the innovation. This definition focuses on the acceptance of the innovation in the 
adopter’s mind rather than the actual use. 
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Secondly, Thong and Yap (1995) view IT adoption as using IT to facilitate 
business needs. This definition expands the scope of adoption from intention to 
actual use. Drawn from this definition, the acceptance or intention to use the 
innovation is not considered to be adoption. Therefore, in this research study, the 
adoption process goes beyond simply accepting Web 2.0 to encompassing its actual 
use. This decision is supported by Zaltman, Duncan and Holbek (1973) who included 
the implementation stage, or the actual use, in the adoption process to achieve an 
outcome. 
2.2.2 Major perspectives of IT adoption 
Adoption of IT has been studied in the literature throughout history from three 
perspectives: individualist, structuralist and interactive process (Slappendel, 1996). 
The source of the causes of adoption and how adoption occurs differentiate these 
perspectives from each other. A number of adoption studies approach IT adoption 
from an individualist perspectives such as Thong (1999); and Utomo and Dodgson 
(2001). In contrast, other studies approach adoption from a structuralist perspective 
such as Gefen, Rose, Warkentin and Pavlou (2005); and Yao, Xu, Liu and Lu (2003). 
In addition, Rogers (1995) argues that the adoption of IT innovation is a dynamic 
process that is influenced by a number of elements within a social system. 
Slappendel (1996) adds support by viewing the adoption of innovation as a dynamic 
process influenced by the interaction between individual and structural factors. This 
view forms the third perspective, the interactive process. A summary of the different 
adoption perspectives is presented in Table 2.2.  
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Table ‎2.2 Adoption of IT Innovation Perspectives Adapted from Kautz & Nielsen, (2004) 
Adoption of IT Innovation Perspectives Adapted from Kautz & Nielsen, (2004) 
 Individualist Structuralist Interactive process 
Basic assumptions Innovation is caused 
by rationally acting  
individuals 
Innovation is 
determined by 
objectively existing 
independent structural 
characteristics 
Innovation is produced 
over time by the 
interaction between 
the actions of 
individuals, structural 
influences and the 
innovation itself 
Conceptualisation of an 
innovation 
An innovation is a 
static object or practice 
which is defined 
objectively 
An innovation is a 
static object or practice 
which is defined 
objectively 
The content of an 
innovation is 
subjectively perceived 
and constantly 
reinvented and 
reconfigured 
Conceptualisation of 
the innovation process 
Innovation is seen as a 
simple, linear process 
with focus on the 
adoption stage 
Innovation is seen as a 
simple, linear process 
with a focus on the 
adoption stage 
Innovation takes place 
in a complex social 
process in which 
political and cultural 
aspects play an 
important role 
2.2.2.1 Individualist Perspective 
This perspective views individuals as the major source of IT innovation within 
organisations. Those individuals make decisions according to their own agenda to 
maximise the value of utility. IT adoption studies following this perspective assume 
that potential adopters have personal characteristics such as age, sex and personality 
which predispose them towards adoption. This type of adoption study is apparent in 
the Technology Acceptance model (Davis, 1989) and the IS Diffusion of Innovation 
model (Moore & Benbasat, 1991). Both will be discussed briefly. 
Diffusion of innovation theory 
Diffusion of Innovation (DoI) Theory was developed by Everett Rogers in 
1962. Rogers’ theory explained the process of the individual adoption of new ideas, 
the reasons for the success or failure of an innovation adoption and what 
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characteristics of innovation will affect the rate of adoption (Rogers, 1962). 
According to Rogers (1995), individuals have different degrees of willingness to 
adopt innovations. Therefore they are categorised into five categories with respect to 
the time of adoption: innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority and 
laggards (Rogers, 1995). 
The process of adopting an innovation takes five stages: knowledge, 
persuasion, decision, implementation and confirmation (Rogers, 1995). First, 
knowledge refers to the stage when an individual is exposed to the innovation. The 
second stage is persuasion when individuals become interested in the innovation and 
start gathering information about it. Decision is the third stage in which the 
innovation is evaluated and the decision is made whether to adopt it or not. The 
implementation stage includes the employment of the innovation. The last is the 
confirmation stage, which refers to the individual’s final decision to continue to use 
the innovation (Rogers, 1995). 
Rogers (1995) listed five innovation characteristics that impact the adoption 
and adoption rate of innovations. These factors are: 
1. Relative advantage: “the degree to which an innovation is perceived as 
being better than its precursor” (p. 15). 
2. Compatibility: “the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being 
consistent with the existing values, needs, and past experiences of 
potential adopters” (p. 15). 
3. Complexity: “the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being 
difficult to use” (p. 16). 
4. Observability: “the degree to which the results of an innovation are 
observable to others” (p. 16). 
5. Trialability: “the degree to which an innovation may be experimented 
with before adoption” (p. 16). 
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The first four of these factors are positively correlated with the rate of adoption 
while complexity is negatively correlated (Rogers, 1995). Individuals start to 
evaluate an innovation according to these factors in the third stage of the adoption 
process (Decision). In the discipline of information systems, Moore and Benbasat 
(1991) expanded Rogers’ five factors impacting the adoption of innovations. Two 
further factors were thought to be important in the decision to adopt an IT 
innovation. The first was image, defined as “the degree to which use of an innovation 
is perceived to enhance one’s image or status in one’s social system” (Moore & 
Benbasat, 1991, p. 195). The second is voluntariness of use defined as “the degree to 
which use of the innovation is perceived as being voluntary or free will” (Moore & 
Benbasat, 1991, p. 195). Some modification of the other factors also occurred. First, 
the “complexity” factor was changed to “ease of use”. Secondly, the “observability” 
factor was divided into “visibility and “result demonstrability”. “Visibility” refers to 
the innovation for being visible (object), and “result demonstrability” refers to the 
visibility of the innovation’s advantages (Moore & Benbasat, 1991). DoI theory, or 
its extended version for information systems, explains the characteristics of 
innovation which impact on the adoption of IT innovations.  
Technology acceptance model 
Davies (1989) developed the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) based on 
two specific variables: perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use, as the basic 
determinants of user acceptance of IT. Perceived usefulness is the degree to which a 
person believes that using a particular system would improve job performance. The 
second key factor of perceived ease of use is the degree to which the person believes 
that using a particular system would be easy and will not require a great effort. These 
two factors influence the “intention to use”. Based on this intention, the user will 
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gain a particular attitude regarding using the system; the user will decide whether or 
not to accept the technology. The research shows that usefulness had a greater 
correlation with usage behaviour than ease of use. Moreover, perceived ease of use 
may actually be a causal antecedent to perceived usefulness (Davis, 1989). The TAM 
model is presented in Figure 2.3. 
 
Figure ‎2.3 TAM model (Davis, 1989) 
Moon & Kim (2001, p. 217) referred to the Davis argument that “future 
technology acceptance research needs to address how other variables affect 
usefulness, ease of use, and user acceptance”. For this reason, Venkatesh and Davis 
(2000) offered TAM2 as an extension of the original TAM. TAM2 adds extra factors 
that might influence the perceived usefulness of a system. This extended model is 
presented in Figure 2.4. 
 
Figure 2.‎2.4 Extended TAM model (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000)  
These factors are: 
1. Subjective Norm: peer pressure”’ – which means whether other people 
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believe that an individual should or should not use a particular technology.  
2. Voluntariness: the degree to which someone is able to choose whether to use 
or not use a particular technology.  
3. Image: refers to how someone is viewed by others when he or she is using a 
particular technology.  
4. Experience: refers to the current use of a particular technology and how that 
motivates an individual to continue to use this technology. 
5. Job relevance: if something is clearly relevant to a person’s job, they will 
view it as more useful than something which isn’t.  
6. Output quality: refers to how good a given technology is performing its 
missions. 
7. Result demonstrability: refers to how the advantages of using a particular 
technology can be visible. 
Finally, Venkatesh et al. (2003) developed the Unified Theory of Acceptance 
and Use of Technology (UTAUT). The authors of this theory have reviewed and 
consolidated eight theory constructs; these are (1) a theory of reasoned action; (2) a 
technology acceptance model; (3) a motivational model; (4) a theory of planned 
behaviour; (5) a combined theory of planned behaviour/technology acceptance 
model; (6) a model of PC utilisation; (7) an innovation diffusion theory; and (8) a 
social cognitive theory. The UTAUT explains that user intentions to operate an 
information system are based on four key constructs (performance expectancy, effort 
expectancy, social influence, facilitating conditions), and are direct determinants of 
usage intention (Venkatesh et al., 2003). In addition, gender, age, experience and 
voluntariness of use are assumed to moderate the impact of the direct determinants of 
usage intention (Venkatesh et al., 2003). 
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Figure 2.‎2.5 Unified theory of acceptance and use of technology 
Performance expectancy refers to the degree to which someone believes that 
using the system will help to attain gains in job performance. Hence, this factor is 
similar to the usefulness factor in TAM. Effort expectancy is defined as how easy it 
is to use the system, which is similar to the ease of use factor in TAM. Social 
influence is the degree to which an individual perceives the importance of other 
people believing whether they should or should not use a particular system. 
Facilitating conditions are defined as “the degree to which an individual believes that 
an organizational and technical infrastructure exists to support use of the system” 
(Venkatesh et al., 2003, p. 453). 
UTAUT was developed to predict the adoption of information technology in an 
organisational context. However, recently, it was extended (UTAUT2) by identifying 
key additional constructs to be tailored for consumer use context (Venkatesh, Thong 
& Xu, 2012). These added constructs include hedonic motivations such as 
enjoyment, price value and habit. Research in Consumer Behaviour and Information 
Systems—for example, Holbrook and Hirschman (1982) and Van der Hijden 
(2004)—was the basis for including enjoyment in UTAUT2 due to the importance of 
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such a factor in consumer products or technology use. More importantly, recent 
studies found that habit is a vital predictor of the behaviour “technology use”, 
challenging the current role of “behavioural intention” as the key predictor of 
“technology use” (Venkatesh, Thong & Xu, 2012). 
2.2.2.2 Structuralist perspective 
The structuralist argues that adoption of innovations is determined by existing 
organisational characteristics such as an organisation’s size, structure, strategy and 
profession (Kautz & Nielsen, 2004). Structuralist perspectives are not only 
concerned with the organisation itself but also its environment. Within structuralist 
perspectives, environmental elements surrounding organisations such as customer 
and supplier influence the adoption of innovations (Kautz & Nielsen, 2004). Similar 
to the individualist perspective, structuralist perspectives focus on the decision to 
make available the resources necessary to adopt innovations (Cooper & Zmud, 
1990). 
2.2.2.3 Interactive Process 
In the interactive process perspective the assumption is that the process of 
adopting an innovation is dynamic and continuously changing because of the 
influence of various factors (Kautz & Nielsen, 2004; Slappendel, 1996). According 
to Slappendel (1996) assuming that the adoption of an innovation is static and an 
objective phenomenon that can be determined by either personal or organisational 
factors, is a limited view. The interactive process acknowledges that the continuous 
interaction between individuals and organisational influences, as well as the 
innovation itself, results in the adoption of an innovation (Kautz & Nielsen, 2004). 
This issue has also been addressed by Walsham (1993) as discussed by Kautz & 
Nielsen (2004, p.6) who note that “when studying change in the context of 
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information system development and use” Walsham “utilizes the concept of content 
(of innovation), the social process (of innovation ) and the social context (of 
innovation) as interlinked units of analysis”. The following section will justify the 
chosen adoption perspective as a component of the theoretical lens based on the 
research problem in this study. 
2.2.3 The study’s theoretical perspective 
Many adoption studies approach IT adoption from an individualist perspective, 
and they are theoretically informed by an adoption model such as (TAM) (Davies, 
1989) or (UTAUT) (Venkatesh et al., 2003). TAM and UTAUT explain the adoption 
of technology as a simple and linear relationship between constructs (Kautz, 2004). 
Although the TAM/UTAUT approach has produced useful results, it cannot assist in 
investigating IT/IS adoption in complex settings (Kraemer & Dutton, 1991). In 
addition, most TAM/ UTAUT research focuses on explaining users’ intention to use 
IT rather than the actual use (Lin & Lu, 2000; Rick, 2009). Yet, the adoption of IT is 
more than just user intention to adopt technologies (Rick, 2009; Rogers, 2003). 
Further investigation on the actual use of IT/IS and more specifically of Web 2.0 is 
needed. This would advance our understanding with more details of how 
technologies are actually being utilised. Also, on one hand, TAM/ UTAUT research 
is useful to predict users’ acceptance of IT and to provide a generalisable 
explanation, yet it focuses on a single dimension. Recker (2013) argued that studying 
information technology (IT) in use is multi-faceted and comprehensive. Therefore, 
another approach is needed to give a more comprehensive view of IT/IS adoption, 
where the adoption of technology is viewed without isolating individuals from their 
social context. 
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The aim of this research is to understand how employees’ adoption of 
Enterprise 2.0 is influenced by various factors. Enterprise 2.0 adoption is a complex 
phenomenon; it develops and changes over time due to the influence of a range of 
interrelated issues. In the light of such complexity, neither the individualist nor the 
structuralist perspective can give a comprehensive view of Enterprise 2.0 adoption. 
Therefore, the researcher believes that an interactive process model is the most 
appropriate approach to be used for this research.  
The current study used Slappendel’s framework (Slappendel, 1996) as the basis 
of this study. Slappendel classified the theory of adoption of innovation into three 
perspectives: individualist, structuralist and interactive process, as depicted in Table 
2.2 above. As, noted, the Interactive Process is the adopted perspective in this study. 
Such perspective looks at the adoption of innovation as an interaction between 
different entities. Furthermore, the researcher synthesised a number of adoption 
influences drawn from the literature as presented in Table 2.3 below. These studies 
informed the researcher and led to the development of the a priori adoption model of 
Enterprise 2.0. 
2.3  The Adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations  
2.3.1 The importance of studying the adoption 
A 2009 study conducted by The Association for Information and Image 
Management (AIIM) focused on collaboration and the use of Web 2.0. Two 
important findings of this study were that more than half of the organisations 
concede that Web 2.0 is important to their success, and that knowledge sharing and 
collaboration are considered the biggest driver for organisations’ adoption of Web 
2.0 within organisations. Prior to the AIIM study, Forester reported that the current 
number of employees using Web 2.0 was 15% (MacManus, 2007). According to 
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INgage Networks (2010) and MacManus (2007), Web 2.0 has not been adopted 
widely by employees. Practitioners at McKinsey also suggest that Web 2.0 adoption 
is very low even though businesses haves a strong interest in it (Bughin, 2009; 
Bughin & Manyika, 2007). Clearly, implementing such technology comes with 
challenges. 
End-users’ adoption of IT/IS systems is critical for these systems to succeed. 
The study of individuals’ adoption of IT systems such as ERP, e-government or e-
banking has received significant attention. However, there is a lack of study of Web 
2.0 adoption (Dwivedi et. al., 2011; Kosalge & Tole, 2010). According to Dwivedi 
and others (2011) commentators are still unclear about what influences the adoption 
of such a social technology. Based on the features of Enterprise 2.0 technologies 
introduced in Section 2.1.5, Web 2.0 differs from other information technologies. 
Unlike other IT systems, Web 2.0 is participatory, transparent, freeform and its use is 
voluntary within organisations. 
In addition, enterprises’ implementation of this emerging technology needs to 
be driven by individual employees as organisations cannot force employees to adopt 
it (Kosalge & Tole, 2010). According to Shumarove and Swatman (2008), Web 2.0 
is considered to be a shadow information technology because it is not critical to 
running everyday business activities. Yet, the use of Web 2.0 can be useful for 
business by providing soft benefits; suggesting organisations would benefit by 
persuading employees to adopt it. Therefore, understanding employees’ adoption of 
Web 2.0 is important. Furthermore, as mentioned previously, as Web 2.0 is a 
community-based technology where a group of people interact with each other while 
using it, the more employees who adopt it, the higher the chance Web 2.0 will 
succeed (Bradley, 2007; Wilensky & Redmiles, 2008). In other words, employee 
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involvement is critical to Enterprise 2.0; a concept based on openness, engagement 
and collaboration between people where organisational knowledge is derived from 
employees’ experience, skills and best practices (Schneckenberg, 2009). This point 
justifies the rationale for the current research project and stresses the importance of 
understanding the adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations. In this section, the 
available literature and industry reports are reviewed to obtain a preliminary 
understanding of Web 2.0 adoption within organisations. 
2.3.2 Related studies of the adoption of Web 2.0 
The adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations has begun to receive attention 
from industry researchers (Bradley, 2007; DiMicco, et al. 2008), as well as from 
academia (Hester & Scott, 2008; Paroutis & Al Saleh, 2009). Commentators have 
investigated users’ adoption of Web 2.0 in organisational, educational as well as 
other contexts. This section reviews the previous studies that investigated the 
adoption of Web 2.0 in organisational contexts as well as other related studies in 
non-organisational contexts. 
The following table (Table 2.3) summarises the studies that informed this 
research project during the phase of reviewing the literature. These studies helped to 
develop the a priori adoption model of Enterprise 2.0. The first column lists the 
studies reviewed; their findings are presented in the second column; the third column 
summarises the studies’ methodology. The last column interprets and classifies the 
studies’ established factors. 
Table ‎2.3 Related Studies of Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
Related Studies of Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
Adoption 
study 
Finding: adoption influences Description Influences 
classification 
Millen 
Feinberg & 
Motivation factor for using social 
bookmarking in the enterprise is:  
Survey of 100 Dogear (social 
bookmarking tool by IBM) 
Knowledge 
sharing 
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Kerr( 2006)  Willingness to share 
informational resources 
users  about the benefits of 
using social bookmaking in 
enterprises 
 
Bradley 
(2007) 
The organisational considerations 
are: 
 Purpose of use 
  Liberty 
 Authorship 
  Nurture (management 
support ) including 
awareness and reward 
 Tipping point (critical 
mass) 
 
The system considerations are: 
 Structure (user’s facilitators 
to do the work)  
 Ease of use 
 Ecosystem (integration of 
the use of Web 2.0 with the 
daily work process) 
 Discoverability (easy to 
discover the content of the 
system) 
 Seed (initial content and 
key participant to start the 
contribution) 
 
Gartner industrial report that 
suggests issues might 
influence the adoption of 
Enterprise 2.0. The 
organisational considerations 
refers to the factors that 
impact decision makers to 
implement Enterprise 2.0 
which are beyond the scope of 
this research; however, 
authorship promotion is an 
important factor in the user-
adoption-level as many 
employees think they need to 
be taken literally which could 
hinder their adoption of such 
tools.  
As the critical mass is the 
level of community 
participation, it is considered a 
social influence. 
Technology 
 
Individual 
ability 
 
Resources 
 
 
Social 
influence 
Jackson 
Yates & 
Orlikowski 
(2007) 
The barriers are: 
 Time 
 Technical complaints 
 Not valuing the 
participation (management 
support) 
 
The motivations are:  
 Obtaining  and providing 
Information 
 Social value 
 
Exploratory study contains 
interviews and a survey on a 
particular company to identify 
the user benefits and barriers 
of Corporate Blogging. As the 
critical mass is the level of 
community participation, it is 
considered a social influence. 
Technology 
 
Resources 
Social 
influence 
 
Knowledge 
sharing 
Hsu & Lin 
(2008) 
The adoption factors are: 
 
 Technology acceptance 
factors (Perceived 
usefulness, perceived ease 
of use and perceived 
enjoyment) 
 Knowledge sharing factor 
(Altruism, expected 
reciprocal benefit, 
reputation, trust and 
expected relationship)  
 Social influence factor: 
social norms  
 
A conceptual model has been 
built from the literature based 
on the theory of reasoned 
action, which then tests these 
factors using a survey. 
However, this study did not 
investigate the adoption of 
blogging in organisational 
contexts. It has been included 
in the literature review as it 
explains user behaviour when 
using blogs. 
Technology 
 
Knowledge 
sharing 
 
Social 
influence 
 
DiMicco et 
al. (2008) 
The motivation factors are: 
 Social networking –
personal level 
This research investigated the 
user motivation toward the 
use of social networking in the 
Social 
influence 
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 Social networking –
advancing their career 
 Social networking-
campaigning for their 
projects 
 
enterprise via analysing the 
users’ behaviour and 
interviewees of using beehive 
social tools in IBM 
 
Hester & 
Scott 
(2008) 
The motivators for wiki diffusion are 
user perceptions about wiki: 
 Complexity 
 Relative advantage 
 Organisational 
compatibility (usefulness)  
 Critical mass 
 
Conceptual model for wiki 
diffusion with no data, derived 
from the adoption theory and 
wiki literature. As the critical 
mass is the level of 
community participation, it is 
considered a social influence.  
Technology 
 
Social 
influence 
Shumarova 
& Swatman 
(2008) 
 
 The adoption factors are: 
performance, personal 
satisfaction, compatibility 
and affordability 
 
 
 
Content analysis research that 
reviews research in the CSCW 
from 1997 to 2008 
investigates the factors that 
motivate employees to use 
shadow (informal) 
collaboration tools (i.e. wiki 
and blogs) rather than the 
formal ICT. Performance 
includes the technology’s 
speed and system quality. 
Personal satisfaction includes 
perceived behaviour control 
and individual capability to 
use the collaborative tools. 
The affordability factor is 
related to the organisation-
adoption-level 
 
Technology 
 
Individual 
ability 
 
Torning 
(2008) 
 The adoption factors are : 
time famine and culture of 
sharing information  
This is a conceptual paper that 
argues for the need for new 
design methods for producing 
enterprise CSCW systems 
using Web 2.0 to enhance 
their usage in collaboration 
and knowledge sharing. Also, 
this position paper suggests 
some issues that could 
influence the adoption of Web 
2.0 enterprise systems. 
 
Resources 
 
Knowledge 
sharing 
Chai (2009) The factors are:  
 Trust (trust in the blogger, 
trust in the information, 
trust in the internet, trust in 
the service provider) 
 Social ties, gender  and 
reciprocity 
This research empirically 
investigated the factors that 
affect bloggers’ knowledge 
sharing. A survey data 
collection tool was used with 
a sample size of 446 students 
from two large universities in 
the US. 
 
Although this study did not 
investigate the acceptance of 
blogging in an organisational 
context; it has been included 
as it explains user behaviour 
when using blogs for 
Trust 
 
Social 
influence 
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knowledge sharing. According 
to Chai (2009) privacy is a 
concern as the individual 
involvement is on the internet; 
whereas the aim of this study 
is to examine the use of such 
tools internally, in 
organisations, where the 
privacy issue is not so 
relevant. Most of the 
information in the Web 2.0 
tools within organisational 
contexts is professional 
information. Therefore, 
privacy has not been 
considered as an adoption 
factor. 
 
Paroutis & 
Al Saleh 
(2009) 
Determinants of knowledge sharing 
using Web 2.0 technology are: 
 History (that could be 
treated as compatibility) 
 Outcome expectancy 
(perceived benefits and 
rewards) 
 Perceived 
organisational/management 
support (awareness, 
training) 
 Trust (i.e. Trust in the 
quality of the content, trust 
in people to recognise their 
contribution and trust that 
others will also share their 
knowledge) 
 
Qualitative case study 
(TechCo technology 
company) to investigate the 
determinants of knowledge 
sharing using Web 2.0 
technology 
Technology 
 
Resources  
 
Trust 
 
 
2.3.3 Evaluating Enterprise 2.0 adoption studies  
As introduced in the previous section, some studies presented in Table 2.3 are 
related to the adoption of Web 2.0 in organisational contexts. These studies are 
evaluated and extensively discussed in this section to highlight the differences 
between them and the current study.  
First, Millen, Feinberg and Kerr (2006) trialled a Web 2.0 platform designed 
by IBM and called Dogear in a large international IT company. Trialling of Dogear 
lasted for eight weeks. It monitored and described user activities based on log file 
analysis. The field study revealed that during this usage period, 686 individuals were 
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recorded using the Dogear service, with 27% creating bookmarks and 54% clicking 
on a link (URL) to view a Web page that was bookmarked. An analysis of Dogear 
users, who created at least one bookmark, showed that there was some geographical 
diversity (70% Americans, 7% from Asia-Pacific, and 23% Europeans). All were 
working in a large firm (i.e. more than 300K employees) in the Information 
Technology industry, with a majority of users involved in software development and 
support.  
In addition to the analysis of actual Dogear use, the researchers formally 
surveyed a sample of 100 of Dogear’s users. In general, the survey respondents were 
frequent Dogear users; 44% used the service at least once a day and an additional 
42% used the service weekly. Sixty-five percent of the respondents self reported that 
they were knowledgeable or expert users of other social bookmarking services; 43% 
of the respondents described their job function as IT specialists/IT architects, 27 % 
were in R&D, and the remainder were spread over a variety of other IT-related jobs. 
A majority of respondents agreed that Dogear helped them to find information on 
both the corporate intranet and the external Web. Users stated that there were 
opportunities to increase the ability to share information with groups, and locate 
individuals with specific interest/expertise. 
The study by Millen and his colleagues (2006) demonstrates the low adoption 
of Web 2.0 within enterprises. Very small numbers of employees out of the 300,000 
used Dogear. Furthermore, the frequency, as well as the active use of this Web 2.0 
tool was low. The work of Millen et al. (2006) has informed the current study by 
suggesting that there are a number of activities for using Web 2.0. These include 
activities such as adding, deleting, editing and accessing. Also, their study indicates 
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that only a small number of employees adopt Web 2.0, and only a few of them are 
active and frequent users. 
A study by Yates and Orlikowski (2007) analysed 20 employees’ usage of a 
corporate blog within one enterprise. Yates and Orlikowski interviewed the top five 
active users, as well as conducting two focus groups: adopters and non-adopters. The 
aim of this study was to explore employees’ use of blogs to investigate why and how 
individuals use internal corporate blogs. 
Data from the Jackson et al. study (2007) show that there was low adoption of 
blogs by employees, as only 17 % of employees who were registered in the blogging 
platform (20,000 registered) had weblogs. Further, only 3 % of these registered 
employees were active users. In addition, the top 80 users (less than 1% of registered 
users) accounted for 42% of all weblog entries and 59% of all comments. This study 
shows that there are three types of adopters: heavy users, medium users and low 
users.  
This study shows different engagement levels according to employees’ job 
roles. More importantly, it shows that employees who realise the benefits of Web 2.0 
for work used the blog heavily. Those benefits that motivate usage are social 
(community, networking, reputation, team collaboration and communication) as well 
as informational (sharing knowledge, solving problems, receiving feedback and 
obtaining updates). In addition, based on the group interview with the non-adopters, 
this study revealed some issues that hinder adoption. This included time availability 
for employees to write and comment on other posts, the commitment to revisiting the 
posts and checking others’ comments as well as responding to these comments, lack 
of readership and interest in reading, and technical issues. 
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The study by Jackson, Yates and Orlikowski (2007) is useful as it shows low 
adoption and low adoption quality of Web 2.0, even after the software had been 
implemented for more than three years in the enterprise. Also, it shows different 
types of Web 2.0 adopters. Importantly, it also suggests some potential barriers to the 
adoption of Web 2.0.  
Another study (DiMicco et al, 2008) explored how employees used an 
enterprise social network (IBM beehive) within the IBM Company. It aimed to 
identify what motivated employees’ use of Web 2.0 tools. The research method 
employed was qualitative research using semi structured interviews as well as 
quantitative analysis of users’ log file. Three months after implementing Beehive, 
nine employees were interviewed and eight of them were re-interviewed after 9 
months to see if there was a change in the adoption and their motivation.  
DiMicco et al. (2008) identified some benefits that could motivate the adoption 
of Web 2.0. They found that professionals use internal social networking to build 
stronger bonds with their weak ties and to reach out to employees they do not know. 
Their motivations in doing this include connecting on a personal level with co-
workers (caring), advancing their career with the company (climbing), and 
campaigning for their projects (campaigning). Those three Cs are Web 2.0 benefits 
that motivate employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. 
Although the investigators claimed to use a quantitative approach to study 
users’ behaviour by analysing a log file, there is a limited quantitative analysis and 
results in this paper. Another limitation of this work is that the paper has not 
indicated if there were any changes in adoption after re-interviewing the participants 
according to the researchers’ intention. 
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Paroutis and Al Saleh (2009) conducted an important study that investigated 
the determinants of knowledge sharing using Web 2.0 within organisations. They 
indicated that Web 2.0 has become a popular choice as a knowledge management 
system for an increasing number of organisations, yet very little is known about 
factors leading to its success or failure. Paroutis and Al Saleh (2009) worked on 
narrowing this gap by conducting an empirical case study in TechCo (pseudonym), 
one of the largest companies deploying such technologies. 
Eleven employees were interviewed and the data was analysed using a 
grounded approach. The authors reveal four key determinants of knowledge sharing 
using Web 2.0 technologies: history, outcome expectations, perceived organisational 
or management support, and trust. History refers to the established way of doing 
things and was found to be one of the main barriers to knowledge sharing and 
collaboration via Web 2.0 technologies. Outcome expectations are the expected 
consequences of one’s own behaviour and use of Web 2.0. Paroutis and Al Saleh 
(2009) found that employees who perceived and gained positive outcomes from 
using Web 2.0 technologies were those who were actively using it. Management 
support, such as promoting training and rewarding participation, appeared to be a key 
determinant of Web 2.0 use. Lastly, the results of this study highlighted that there are 
two types of ‘‘trust’’ – competency-based trust; and benevolence-based trust – that 
determine participation in Web 2.0 platforms.  
Although the sample size of the study was small, its findings are important to 
the current project. Paroutis and Al Saleh’s (2009) findings contribute to developing 
the a priori adoption model of Enterprise 2.0 in the current research. Finally, a study 
by Hester and Scott (2008) extended the diffusion of innovation (DoI) theory and 
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proposed a conceptual model to explain wiki technology diffusion. This study has 
been informative but further empirical study is needed. 
2.4 The a priori Enterprise 2.0 User Adoption Model 
Six main influences emerge from the review of studies related to the adoption 
of Web 2.0. These are summarised in Table 2.3: technological issues, social 
influences, knowledge sharing, trust, individual ability and resource availability. 
These six adoption issues are considered to be potential influences in the adoption 
process and are discussed in the following sections.  
2.4.1 Technology 
Technology refers to technological attributes, such as complexity and 
reliability, which could affect user adoption. Some studies, for instance Bradley 
(2007), Hester and Scott (2008) and Jackson et al. (2007) have shown the important 
role of technology characteristics in the adoption of Web 2.0. Bradley (2007) 
suggested several Web 2.0 technological attributes that need to be considered, 
including ease of use, ecosystem (the integration of the use of Web 2.0 with the daily 
work process), discoverability, and the nature of the content and seed (the initial 
content available in Web 2.0). The presence of any technical complaints about the 
Web 2.0 would be a barrier that could negatively influence its adoption (Jackson et 
al., 2007). In contrast, the “increased usage of [Web 2.0 such as] wikis may be 
facilitated by ensuring that the wiki is easy to use and provides recognizable 
advantages over previous technologies” (Hester, 2010, p. 162). Hester and Scott’s 
(2008) previously mentioned DOI-based model emphasised potential wiki adoption 
factors, arguing that complexity, relative advantage and usefulness of wiki systems 
would influence its diffusion and usage. Similarly, Payne’s (2008) study chose the 
adoption theory called the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 
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developed by Venkatesh et al. (2003) to investigate the adoption of Web 2.0 by 
public relation (PR) practitioners, and concluded that the usefulness, as well as the 
effectiveness, of Web 2.0 tools will influence the PR practitioner’s adoption.  
2.4.2 Trust 
Trust is defined as a party’s willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of 
another party, based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action 
important to the trusting party, irrespective of monitoring by the trusted party 
(Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). Some studies investigated the impact of trust 
on user involvement in the virtual community via Web 2.0 applications (Chai, 2009; 
Chang, Cheng, Lo, & Hsu, 2010). Chang et al. (2010) found that trusting other 
parties’ honesty and benevolence, as well as their capability, will influence adoption. 
Trust as a determinant factor in the use of Web 2.0 technology in organisational 
contexts has been identified in a case study by Paroutis and Al Saleh (2009). This 
case study reveals that trusting the quality of the content, trusting people to recognise 
others’ contributions and trusting others to share their knowledge are also strong 
determinants of Web 2.0 adoption. Also, Hester (2011) reported the result of a pilot 
study investigating the adoption of wiki as a knowledge technology; and found that 
trust was influential. 
2.4.3 Knowledge sharing 
Knowledge sharing refers to exchanging information and informational 
resources among groups of people (Chow & Chan, 2008). Web 2.0 technologies are 
now used in organisations to allow employees to collaborate in writing and editing 
information (Bughin, 2008; McAfee, 2006) and in sharing this information or 
knowledge (Hsu & Lin, 2008; Levy, 2009). Case study research has found that 
employees’ willingness to share their knowledge (Millen et al., 2006) and their need 
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to exchange knowledge (Jackson et al., 2007) motivates them to adopt Web 2.0. 
However, an organisational sharing culture is perceived as another important factor 
that could influence employees to adopt Web 2.0 within organisations (Torning, 
2008; Wilensky & Redmiles, 2008). Some business types might affect the usage of 
Web 2.0 to share and exchange knowledge: for instance, aerospace industry 
practitioners are less motivated to adopt Web 2.0(Wilensky & Redmiles, 2008). 
2.4.4 Social influence 
Karahanna (1999) defined social influence as the individual's perceptions of 
social forces prompting acceptance of using information technology. Employee 
adoption of Web 2.0 is influenced by social factors (Payne, 2008), including several 
social dimensions such as social norms, reputation and social networking. Also, 
because of the social aspect of Web 2.0, Ribière, Haddad and Wiele (2010) found a 
social influence on the adoption of Web 2.0 by users such as students. Critical mass, 
or the tipping point, is the level of community participation; this level rises as the 
level of Web 2.0 adoption becomes stronger (Hester & Scott, 2008). Therefore, 
Gartner industrial research (Bradley, 2007) reported that the tipping point is an 
important factor that organisations need to consider in Web 2.0 adoption. However, 
this needs an empirical investigation. Moreover, employees are believed to be more 
motivated to adopt Web 2.0 to gain social value (Jackson et al., 2007). According to 
Schöndienst (2011), Web 2.0 social values such as enhancing individuals’ 
reputations as well as communicating with colleagues motivate the adoption of Web 
2.0. The findings of the case study by DiMicco and others (2008) show that 
employees’ social networking, for instance at a personal level, advancing employees’ 
careers and campaigning for their projects, is a motivational factor in using social 
networking tools. In addition, Hsu & Lin (2008) investigated the user adoption of 
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blogs outside the organisational context and found that adoption of such technology 
could be influenced by the social norm of the perceived image by other people who 
are important to the Web 2.0 user. 
2.4.5 Individual ability  
Individual ability refers to the personal belief about someone’s own ability to 
organise and perform a particular action in order to accomplish a specific goal 
(Bandura, 1997). Writing ability (knowledge codification), is one of the important 
considerations in Web 2.0 adoption; however, a review of the current literature of 
Enterprise 2.0 shows there is a lack of attention paid to investigating this issue. A 
study by Bradley (2007) highlighted the importance of the authorship of Web 2.0 
content and suggested the need for Web 2.0 authoring support and promotion. In a 
different context, that of a virtual community (which implies the use of Web 2.0 
tools on the Internet), Chang, Cheng, Lo and Hsu (2010) empirically investigated the 
factors affecting individuals’ knowledge sharing behaviour in virtual communities. 
One finding from their study is that individuals’ self-efficacy to authorise, codify and 
share knowledge is an influential factor in Web 2.0 user involvement. 
2.4.6 Resource availability 
Resource availability facilitates the performance of a specific action. Adopting 
and using information technology is subject to the resources being available to 
individuals (Taylor & Todd, 1995). Thus, Web 2.0 adoption could be influenced by 
the facilitated conditions or resources available to employees, such as time (Jackson 
et al., 2007). The case study by Jackson et al. (2007) about the use of corporate blogs 
found that most respondents said there was no time to participate frequently. 
Furthermore, management support is an essential factor in the adoption process of 
Web 2.0 tools (Bradley, 2007; Jackson et al., 2007; Paroutis & Al Saleh, 2009). 
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According to these studies, management support includes creating awareness about 
Web 2.0 and providing training for employees (Paroutis & Al Saleh, 2009). Another 
kind of management or organisational support is applying a reward system to 
encourage individuals to participate (Bradley, 2007). Jackson et al. (2007) found that 
employee perception about management not valuing their contributions hindered 
them from using Web 2.0. In addition, a recent study (Kuikka & Äkkinen, 2011) 
found that there is a lack of resources provided for using Web 2.0, hence challenges 
exist to the adoption of these technologies. The study by Kuikka and Äkkinen 
(2011), listed: training on how to use Web 2.0, time required to use Web 2.0 and 
human resources assigned the role of Web 2.0. 
Figure 2.6 (below) is the a priori adoption model of Enterprise 2.0. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure ‎2.6 The a priori Enterprise 2.0 user adoption model 
2.5 Conclusion 
This chapter introduced Web 2.0 and explained how it could be potentially 
used in enterprises. This included defining Enterprise 2.0, illustrating its 
technological characteristics, and highlighting its benefits as well as its challenges. It 
can be concluded that introducing Web 2.0 into organisations provides valuable 
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benefits such as boosted returns, reduction in costs and increases in the innovation 
rate. However, the implementation of Enterprise 2.0 technologies comes with 
challenges and its low adoption by employees is an enormous obstacle.  
In order to understand the adoption issues of Web 2.0, the research reviewed 
the IT/IS adoption literature. This chapter also presented the concept of adoption and 
the adoption perspectives including individualist, structuralist and the interactive 
process. This helped the researcher to decide on using the interactive process as a 
theoretical lens to analyse the data. The interactive process is the only perspective 
that could help to obtain a comprehensive view of the adoption of Web 2.0 within 
organisations. 
Previous studies that investigated the adoption of Web 2.0 within 
organisations, as well as other related studies, were also discussed. Based on this 
review, several issues that impact on Web 2.0 adoption within organisations were 
identified. Based on this knowledge, a priori adoption model has been developed. 
This model guides the investigation of this project in addition to the interactive 
process perspective. The next chapter will present a detailed discussion on the 
research method used to conduct this study. 
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Chapter 3 Research Method 
The objective of this study is to understand employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 
within enterprises. This includes knowing what influences employees’ adoption and 
how it occurs. In order to obtain this understanding, this study was designed as 
presented in Figure 3.1. As this figure shows, after analysing the relevant literature, 
potential Web 2.0 adoption influences were identified to develop the a priori 
Enterprise 2.0 user adoption model. Then a qualitative study in two phases followed. 
In the first phase, two focus groups were used to refine and extend the synthesis of 
adoption influences from the literature, not to test them. The aim of the second phase 
was to enrich an understanding about how the adoption issues as presented in the a 
priori model influence the adoption of Web 2.0 as well as exploring other adoption 
issues. 
 
Figure ‎3.1 The research design 
In this chapter, the research method used to conduct this study is illustrated. 
This chapter explains and justifies the research approach (Section 3.1) and research 
method (Section 3.2). Also it illustrates the data collection and data analysis 
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techniques used throughout this research project in Sections 3.3 and 3.4 respectively. 
At the end of this chapter, Section 3.5 provides a detailed explanation about how this 
research project was implemented. 
3.1 Qualitative Research Approach  
There are two general research approaches explained in the research 
methodology literature: qualitative and quantitative research. The selected research 
approach in this study is qualitative research. This research approach is defined 
according to the kind of data it generates as well as according to the form of analysis 
it utilises (Remler & Ryzin, 2011). Denzin and Lincoln (2003) define qualitative 
research as an enquiry that involves an interpretive approach to studying something 
in its natural setting to make sense of a phenomenon from the view of the related 
research subject. In contrast, a quantitative approach is used to test and explain 
general patterns between variables (Arminio, 2002). Biemans (2003) lists the 
differences between quantitative and qualitative research as presented in the 
following table (Table 3.1).  
Table ‎3.1 Qualitative Vs Quantitative Research (Biemans, 2003) 
Qualitative Vs Quantitative Research (Biemans, 2003) 
Qualitative research Quantitative research 
Inductive Deductive 
Subjective Objective 
Impressionistic Conclusive 
Holistic, interdependent system Independent and dependent variables 
Purposeful, key informants Random, probabilistic sample 
Not focused on generalization Focused on generalisation 
Aim at understanding, new perspectives Aim at truth, scientific acceptance 
Case studies, content and pattern analysis  Statistical analysis 
Focus on words Focus on numbers 
Probing Counting 
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The aim of this research is to explore and provide in-depth explanations of the 
phenomenon of Web 2.0 adoption within organisations. According to Recker (2013) 
the study of information technology (IT) in use “is multi-faceted and comprehensive, 
yielding insights from a variety of perspectives and lenses” (p. 4). Social science 
research, such as studying Web 2.0 within enterprise, involves a large number of 
non-controllable variables in which qualitative research is the only approach able to 
capture the complexity of human behaviour in social systems (Wu, 2009). 
IT adoption studies have focused largely on quantitative methods to test 
models of adoption (Palvia, Mao, Salam, & Soliman, 2003). While quantitative 
studies on IT adoption have produced useful results, it has been criticised for being 
very theoretical and limited in investigating IT/IS subtleties in complex settings 
(Kraemer & Dutton, 1991). The focus of quantitative research on measuring some 
concepts in isolation from the context of the phenomena (Recker, 2013), leads to 
aspects of Web 2.0 adoption process remaining unexplained. 
Unlike other IT systems, Web 2.0 is participatory, transparent, free form and its 
use is voluntary within organisations (Riedl & Betz, 2012). Due to the emergence of 
Web 2.0 and its differences from other IT systems, commentators are still unclear 
about what influences the adoption of such technology (Dwivedi et al., 2011). Meeh 
(1978) argued that social science cannot be advanced while researchers continually 
employ statistical testing. Thus, qualitative research is more appropriate approach to 
extend our understanding of how people’s adoption of technologies is influenced 
(Townsend, et al., 2010). 
Furthermore, quantitative studies that examine IT adoption are theoretically 
informed by an adoption model such as UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Yet, 
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studying emerging technologies such Web 2.0 should not be imposed by the general 
IT adoption models. Rather than replicating previous theoretical models, this study 
allows the emergence of new concepts, dimensions and insights. For example, social 
influence is recognised as an important factor that influences users’ adoption of IT/IS 
(e.g. Venkatesh et al., 2003). IT adoption studies that are theoretically informed by 
UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003), view “social influence” through the construct of 
subjective norms which is a limited view. This limitation narrows our understanding 
of the nature of social influence in adopting a specific technology like social 
technology or Web 2.0 in a specific context (Alqahtani et al., 2010b; Soliman & 
Beaudry, 2010).  
3.2 The Survey Method  
The aim of this study is to understand employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within 
organisations, and what the issues are that influence employees’ adoption; also, how 
adoption issues influence the adoption process. Understanding such complex 
sociotechnical phenomena can be achieved through examining the meaning assigned 
by the research participants (employees). Using a research method such as a survey, 
in a qualitative manner assists researchers to gather employees’ experiences and 
opinions in order to construct this understanding. A survey is a “systematic collection 
and analysis of data in relation to the attitudes, living conditions, opinions, etc.,” 
(Burchfield, 1986, p. 654). The qualitative survey is a research method that asks 
questions via questionnaires or interviews and seeks to obtain answers from people 
(Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009; Williamson, 2002). 
The aim of using a survey method for this research is to gain a broad 
perspective about the issues that influence employees to adopt Web 2.0 within 
organisations. Interviewing people from the field, who interact with the research 
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problem, is a suitable choice. The interview results will help to explore the adoption 
issues from employees economically, in a short time and in several contexts 
(organisations). 
3.3 Data Collection 
As noted, this qualitative study has two-phases: focus groups and semi-
structured interviews. The following table (Table 3.2) shows the research approach 
mapped to the research questions.  
Table ‎3.2 Research Questions and Approach 
Research Questions and Approach 
Research Questions 
 
Data Collection 
Technique 
Participants Research Goals 
Q1. What are the 
adoption issues that 
influence Web 2.0 
adoption within 
organisations? 
Literature review, 
Focus groups, 
&Semi-structured  
interviews 
Employees who have 
been introduced to 
the use of Web 2.0 
within organisations. 
Identifying what 
influences employees’ 
adoption of Web 2.0.  
 
Q2. How do these 
adoption issues 
influence employees’ 
adoption of Web 2.0 
within organisations? 
 
Semi-structured 
interviews 
 
Employees who have 
been introduce to the 
use of Web 2.0 
within organisations.  
 
Exploring how the 
identified issues 
influence employees’ 
adoption of Web 2.0. 
 
3.3.1 Literature review 
The initial review of the literature helped in identifying the research problem 
and its significance. Also, it helped the researcher to know the key words needed for 
further searching and exploration of the literature. These key words are in two 
categories: 1) key words related to the IT innovation under investigation; this 
includes “Enterprise 2.0, Web 2.0, wiki and blog”; and 2) key words related to the 
research problem and these are “adoption and acceptance”. A combination of key 
words from those different categories was used to search the literature in well-known 
information systems database outlets including: ACM Digital Library, Emerald 
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Management eJournals, Gartner.com, IEEE Xplore Digital Library, ABI/Inform 
Dateline, ScienceDirect, and SpringerLink. 
To ensure relevant search results, the search was limited to paper abstracts and 
key words, with only papers written in English being considered. This search 
resulted in a list of studies related to Web 2.0 adoption in business, education and 
other contexts. Also, there were studies discussing organisations’ decisions to 
introduce Web 2.0 as well as studies targeting individuals’ adoption and use of Web 
2.0. 
The next step was checking the relevance of the identified studies in relation to 
the research problem. This step identified studies investigating individuals’ adoption 
of Web 2.0 within organisations. Due to the limited results, at the time, other 
appropriate studies that are related to individuals’ adoption of Web 2.0 in other 
contexts were included. Table 2.3 (above, Section 2.3.2) shows and summarises 
these studies. Reviewing of related studies helped synthesising potential adoption 
issues that could influence employees to adopt Web 2.0, hence assisted in developing 
the a priori model.   
3.3.2 Focus groups 
A focus group is a form of qualitative research that involves a group interview 
(Morgan, 1988). It could be defined as a group discussion about a particular topic 
introduced and managed by a discussion leader (moderator) where the rest of the 
group members are encouraged to express their opinions about the topic and to 
develop one another’s views (Aaker, Kumar, & Day, 1998). During the focus group 
session, researchers not only ask questions but also observe the group participation 
and interactions. As there is a need for a moderator, in some cases there might be a 
need for a person who will transcribe the focus group content into text either during 
 63 
Research Method 63 
the session or afterwards. Normally, the number of participants varies from 6 to 12 
people. If the number is very small, this might affect the richness of the group 
interview results. On the other hand, if the number is high, the process might be 
complex for the session moderator. Usually, the focus group lasts from one to two 
hours. There is no fixed number for how many groups need to be conducted by the 
researcher. However, many agree that the minimum necessary number of focus 
group sessions is two (Morgan, 1988). 
Focus groups were used in the first phase to justify and extend the adoption 
issues synthesised from the literature and to assist in designing the interview 
questions. The focus groups provided participants with some benefits from the 
interaction among themselves which helped in making the connection between them 
and the research project stronger. Consequently, they may participate in a future 
phase of this research project. Additionally, this research method captured the 
participants’ interaction which was encouraged and evolved during the group 
interviews. However, although using focus groups was useful in this phase, the 
researcher decided to use semi-structured interviews as a research method for the 
next phase of this study due to a risk factor of using focus groups and the benefits 
gained by using semi-structured interview. A significant risk or concern is recruiting 
participants and having them agree on a specific time to attend the focus group 
session which makes this process lengthy.  
3.3.3 Interviews 
In the second phase of this project, one-to-one interviews were used to collect 
data. Gay et al. (2009) define the interview as a conversation with a purpose; it 
involves researchers and research participants in obtaining important data. Interviews 
can be unstructured, semi-structured and structured (Bernard & Ryan, 2010). While 
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they have a formalized set of questions, semi-structured interviews are flexible. 
Structured interviews permit new questions to emerge and be asked during the 
interview according to interviewee responses. On the other hand, the unstructured 
interview is a “casual conversation that allows the qualitative researcher to inquire 
into something” (Gay et al., 2009, p.371) with no predefined set of questions. Using 
interviews is important for the next phase to provide a rich and in-depth 
understanding of employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. The interviews were essential to 
generate in-depth and contextually-based understandings of the adoption of Web 2.0 
within organisations. This included exploring how adoption issues influence 
employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. Using interviews is essential to fill in the gaps of 
information gathered and to clarify ideas obtained from the focus groups to 
strengthen findings (Cooper & Schindler, 2006; Hair, Babin, Mony, & Samouel, 
2003). Also, interviews in this research helped in obtaining different perspectives 
from different employees working in different organisations. More benefits gained 
by using interviews are below: 
The use of interviews as a data collection technique has some advantages. 
Using interviews is useful for exploratory studies (Cooper & Schindler, 2006). 
Interviews provide the opportunity to build trust and rapport between interviewer and 
interviewees, which then improves the quality of the gathered data. Therefore, 
interviews participants are able to freely discuss feelings and beliefs about the 
subject of interest and provide more detailed responses (Stokes & Bergin, 2006). 
Also, interviewees are more likely to be comfortable about being candid in their 
opinions and the data gathered has depth and comprehensiveness (Hair et al., 2003). 
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3.3.4 Participants  
The targeted participants in this project were employees from various 
organisations (private, public, small, medium – large and from several business 
domains) who were in their early stage (6 months – 18 months) of implementing 
Web 2.0. So, in this study, the researcher targeted participants (employees) who had 
been introduced to Web 2.0 technologies to investigate their experience with this 
phenomenon. The targeted participants had no other specific characteristics. 
However, a relative mix of participants was identified in terms of age, gender and 
position. A detailed discussion about the study participants and the how they were 
recruited is presented in Section 3.5. 
Sampling is a process for selecting a small group of elements (people) from a 
larger group, so that judgments about the information gathered from the small group 
are applicable to the larger one (Fink, 2003). According to Burns (2000), there are 
benefits of “choosing a naturally existing unit that the participants may see as 
distinct, and which the observer recognises has a distinct identity of its own” (p. 
462). Thus, a non-probability sampling is the most appropriate technique. There are 
several non-probability sampling strategies such as convenience sampling, judgment 
sampling and snowball sampling (Gay et al., 2009). The sampling method that was 
used in this study is snowball sampling, in which the researcher asks previous 
respondents to give referrals to other possible participants (Fink, 2003; Patton, 2002). 
This sampling method was used for both focus groups and interviews.  
The focus of qualitative research is meaning rather than generalisability 
(Mason, 2010). The sample size in qualitative research is small. Yet, commentators 
still debate the sample size of qualitative studies. Some scholars tend to specify a 
certain number of cases. Green and Thorogood (2009) noted that in “interview 
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studies little that is ‘new’ comes out of transcripts after you have interviewed 20 or 
so people” (p. 120). Also, Bertaux (1981) indicated that fifteen participants is the 
smallest acceptable sample size. Another perspective suggests interviewing until the 
saturation point is reached. According to Guest, Bunce and Johnson (2006), the 
saturation point can be reached at interview number 12. Hence the sample size for 
this research is 13 participants for the two focus groups and another 18 participants 
for the semi- structured interviews. 
3.4 Data Analysis 
There are number of qualitative data analysis techniques such as content 
analysis, discourse analysis, grounded theory and thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 
2006). Thematic analysis is widely used; and it is considered one of the predominant 
techniques for qualitative data analysis (Christofi, Nunes, & Peng, 2009). Braun and 
Clarke (2006) define thematic analysis as “a method for identifying, analysing and 
reporting patterns (themes) within data” (2006 p.79). Thematic analysis is a 
foundational analysis method for qualitative data, and the first analysis technique that 
needs to learned (Holloway & Todres, 2003). This analysis method can be applied 
across a variety of epistemological and theoretical approaches (Braun & Clarke, 
2006) and that suits the aim of this project. 
Some academics (e.g. Braun & Clarke, 2006; Rice & Ezzy, 1999) have 
developed guidelines for conducting thematic analysis. The process of conducting 
thematic analysis consists of six phases: familiarising yourself with your data, 
generating initial codes, searching for themes, reviewing themes, defining and 
naming themes, and producing the report (Braun & Clarke, 2006). See the following 
table (Table 3.3) for a brief description of each phase. 
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Table ‎3.3 Phases of Thematic Analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) 
Phases of Thematic Analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) 
Phase Description of the process  
1. Familiarizing yourself 
with   your data 
Transcribing data (if necessary), reading and re-reading the data, 
noting down initial ideas. 
2. Generating initial 
codes 
Coding interesting features of the data in a systematic fashion across 
the entire data set, collating data relevant to each code. 
3. Searching for themes Collating codes into potential themes, gathering all data relevant to 
each potential theme. 
4. Reviewing themes Checking if the themes work in relation to the coded extracts (Level 
1) and the entire data set (level 2), generating a thematic map of the 
analysis.  
5. Defining and naming 
themes 
Ongoing analysis to refine the specifics of each theme, and the overall 
story the analysis tells, generating clear definitions and names for 
each theme. 
6. Producing the report The final opportunity for analysis, Selection of vivid, compelling 
extract examples, final analysis of selected extract, relating back of 
the analysis to the research question and literature, producing a 
scholarly report of the analysis. 
 
There are two primary ways of identifying themes or patterns within qualitative 
data: inductive and deductive (Braun & Clarke, 2006). In the inductive approach, 
researchers code their qualitative data without being informed by a pre-existing 
coding frame or researchers’ analytic pre-conceptions (e.g. Frith & Gleeson, 2004; 
Peng & Nunes, 2010). In contrast, deductive thematic analysis is driven by 
researchers’ pre-conceptions and theoretical interests (e.g. Boyatzis, 1998; Guo, 
Huang, Zhang, & Chen, 2010). 
In this research project, a combination of deductive and inductive thematic 
analysis was used (e.g. Cram & Brohman, 2010; Subramaniam, Nandhakumar, & 
Baptista, 2010; Townsend et al., 2010). This combination was necessary in order to 
obtain in-depth explanations about how the predefined adoption factors influence 
employees to adopt web 2.0. Also, the inductive approach allowed new themes to 
emerge from the data. The emerging themes could be related to why employees are 
adopting/rejecting web 2.0 and how the adoption issues influence employees. 
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3.5 Implementing the Data Collection and Analysis 
This chapter started by justifying qualitative research as an appropriate 
approach for this study, followed by presenting the qualitative survey as the study 
method used. In addition, the data collection techniques used (i.e. focus groups and 
semi-structured interviews) were presented and followed by the data analysis 
technique (i.e. thematic analysis).  
This section presents the actual implementation of the data collection and data 
analysis used in this project. This includes reviewing the literature, and recruiting, 
conducting and analysing the focus groups as well as the interviews. In addition, the 
outcome of the focus groups is presented in this chapter whereas interviews finding 
are presented in detail in Chapter (4). 
3.5.1 Literature review 
A systematic review of the literature identified potential adoption issues that 
could influence employees to adopt Web 2.0 within organisations. Six key adoption 
issues were identified, including technological issues, social influences, knowledge 
sharing, trust, individual ability and resource availability. This review helped 
construct the a priori adoption model of Enterprise 2.0, as presented in Figure 2.6. 
This preliminarily model informed the next phase of this study, which is the focus 
group. The adoption issues in the a priori model guided the focus groups’ 
investigations and assisted in developing their protocol. 
3.5.2 Focus group 
As noted, focus groups were used to assist the research project by justifying 
and extending the Web 2.0 adoption influences synthesised from the literature. 
Inviting people (employees) from the field, who interact with the research problem, 
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to be involved in a discussion about Web 2.0 adoption was a suitable choice. 
Participant interaction with the research problem helped the researcher to verify the 
adoption influences found from the under-developed literature in the area of 
Enterprise 2.0 adoption. 
3.5.2.1 Recruiting the focus groups 
Participants had been recruited using the snowballing sampling technique. 
Focus group recruitment started with advertising the research project and the 
researcher’s need to recruit participants through different events hosted by 
Queensland University of Technology (QUT) and the Australian Computer Society. 
During this industry gathering, a number of people approached the researcher with 
referrals to some potential participants. After identifying the study participants 
according to the sample criteria, invitation letters were emailed to potential 
participants. 
The invitation letters (see Appendix A) included background information about 
the research project, participation request; and the date, time and location of the 
focus groups. Thirteen people participated in two focus groups, seven people in the 
first focus group and six people in the second one. Table 3.4 presents the profile of 
the focus groups’ participants. The participants had used Web 2.0 broadly within 
their organisations which helped to obtain a wider spectrum of perceptions about 
adopting such technology. 
Table ‎3.4 Focus group participants 
Focus group participants 
 Age Occupation Organisation 
size 
Gender Service 
1 40 - 49 Project manager Medium Male 8 
2 30 - 39 Principal Engineer Medium Male 4 
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3 30 - 39 Customer Service Officer Large Male 6 
4 30 - 39 R&D Officer Large Female 7 
5 30 - 39 Research assistant Medium Male 5 
6 30 - 39 Lecturer Large Male 7 
7 30 - 39 IT consultant Large Male 10 
8 30 - 39 IT consultant Large Male 8 
9 20 - 29 Accountant Medium Male 3 
10 30 - 39 Teacher Large Male 5 
11 30 - 39 Teacher Large Female 5 
12 40 - 49 Archival specialist Large Female 11 
13 30 - 39 Administration officer Medium Male 8 
 
3.5.2.2 Conducting the focus groups 
The focus groups’ sessions were conducted face-to-face and lasted for two 
hours. Both sessions were conducted in a meeting room at QUT. The key researcher 
moderated the first focus group and the second one was moderated by the key 
researcher and the project supervisor. An interview and discussion guide was used to 
facilitate the group interviews smoothly and cover all points (see Appendix B). This 
guide was developed based on the six key adoption issues synthesised from the 
literature review. After asking a general question to evaluate Web 2.0 adoption, the 
discussion guide contains a number of topics which are the six key adoption issues. 
The focus groups sessions were audio recorded. All participants were informed in 
advance about the researchers’ intent to record the session, and also at the beginning 
of each session. Ethical clearance was obtained and participants were provided with a 
project information sheet and consent forms which included the QUT ethical 
approval number for this project (see Appendix C). Participants were encouraged to 
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participate and told that there was no right or wrong answer. They were encouraged 
to provide honest responses, be active and ask for clarification at any time. 
The employees’ perceptions about the concept of Web 2.0, its use within 
organisations, its value and the adoption challenges have been discussed. More 
importantly, participants discussed and provided their opinions about potential 
influencing issues – technology, trust, knowledge sharing, social influence, resources 
availability and self efficacy – that could influence employees’ adoption of Web 2.0.  
The focus groups’ sessions ended by distributing evaluation forms of the 
literature findings (Web 2.0 adoption influences). The evaluation form is a three 
scale measure (not important, important and very important). Appendix D shows the 
focus group protocol as well as the evaluation form. Such an evaluation form was 
used in the focus groups for two reasons: 1) to obtain all participants’ opinions about 
every adoption issue and to what extent they thought that these issues are influential, 
2) to quantify and measure the importance of the adoption issues based on the 
participants’ opinions. 
3.5.2.3 Outcome of the focus groups 
Despite the acknowledgement of the importance of Web 2.0 by the 
participants, they pointed out that the adoption rate of this technology is low. The 
employees’ adoption of such technology is subject to six key issues, namely 
technological issues, trust, knowledge sharing, social influence, resources 
availability, and self efficacy.   
Technological issues 
This adoption issue refers to Web 2.0 technology attributes such as ease of use 
and reliability which could affect user adoption. Participants perceived that Web 2.0 
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technological issues are influential in adoption. The following table (Table 3.5) 
shows some examples of participants’ statements about Web 2.0 technological 
issues.  
Table ‎3.5 Focus Group Statements Supporting the six key Adoption Issues 
Focus Group Statements Supporting the six key Adoption Issues 
Adoption 
influences 
Examples of supporting statements 
Technological   “I feel these tools are easy” 
 “If the tool is not reliable. It crashes a lot and ah, technical problems, 
then I won’t use it.” 
Trust  “You’re relying on people to update it properly and when you can’t rely 
on people to put the right date on a document or something it’s going to 
be really hard to have a system based on tagging if someone is not 
tagging correctly” 
 “The risk is that, the information could be high quality or could be 
useless” 
Knowledge 
sharing  
 “I guess if you can impart that knowledge to others it leaves you free to 
gain knowledge in other areas or something like that” 
 “Some of them are very reserved in terms of sharing knowledge” 
Social influence  “There’s  always going to be early adopters, people who love 
technology and you’re going to pick it up quite quickly influenced by 
the social networks, if one of those or a few of those happen to be the 
CEOs and the senior managers then that’s going to significantly going to 
influence an enterprise” 
 “I guess what Andy Warhol said that everybody wants their fifteen 
minutes of fame. That’s certainly be applicable to web 2.0 tools” 
Resources 
availability  
 
 “Unfortunately that didn’t actually succeed and we’ve had I think very 
little use of it in the last sort of three months because of time pressures 
make it a secondary or sort of third grade I guess umm task for people in 
terms of priorities” 
 “Why people have not used web 2.0 tools. Is because ummm they 
couldn’t do some of the things”...“another thing that you could include 
as important factor related to the resources would be training” 
Individual ability   “The whole thing of this collaboration and user generated content is 
people have to think that they actually have something of value to 
share”... “they need to think that what they’re writing will be accepted 
by peers or is correct and has value” 
 “I sometimes like to write a blog post, but you have very strong feeling 
that tell you, you cannot do that and is because you have this restriction 
in terms of language” 
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Trust 
Trust is defined as a party’s willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of 
another party, based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action 
important to the trusting party, irrespective of monitoring the trusted party. The trust 
issues has several dimensions related to Web 2.0 content, Web 2.0 users’ capability 
and honesty, and others’ recognition of and behaviour toward someone when he or 
she adopts Web 2.0. Trust could be both a hindrance and a motivator to adopt Web 
2.0. Table 3.5 (above) shows some examples of participants’ statements relating to 
trust as a barrier to Web 2.0 adoption. 
Knowledge sharing 
Knowledge sharing refers to exchanging information and informational 
resources among groups of people. This factor has three sub factors, namely 
knowledge sharing culture, individual willingness to share, and reciprocal benefit. 
Table 3.5 (above) shows some example of participants’ statements about knowledge 
sharing as an issue that affects the adoption of Web 2.0.  
Social influence 
Social influence relates to the individual's perceptions of the social forces 
related to accepting information technology. Employee adoption of Web 2.0is 
influenced by social factors including critical mass, social norms, reputation and 
social networking. Table 3.5 (above) shows some examples of participants’ 
statements about social influence as an issue that affects the adoption of Web 2.0 
within organisations. 
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Resources availability 
Resources are important for any kind of job to be performed. Adopting Web 
2.0 tools within organisations requires several resources including management 
support, time, rewards and training. Table 3.5 (above) shows some examples of 
participants’ statements about resources availability as an issue that affects the 
adoption of Web 2.0. 
Individual ability 
Individual ability refers to the personal beliefs that people have about their own 
ability to organise and perform a particular action in order to accomplish a specific 
goal. This ability takes several dimensions including someone’s belief in the value 
and validity of his/her knowledge in relation to using Web 2.0, their ability to 
express their ideas and knowledge, and their confidence in their language or writing 
skills. Table 3.5 (above) shows some examples of participants’ statements about self 
efficacy as an issue that affects the adoption of Web 2.0. 
Despite the acknowledgement of the importance of Web 2.0shown by the 
participants, they pointed out that the adoption rate of this technology is low. The 
employees’ adoption of such technology is subject to six key factors and their sub 
factors. Also, several emerging sub factors were identified from the focus groups, 
including discoverability, collaborative capacity, security and training. This 
qualitative study suggests that the perceived strength of the key adoption factors 
varies from one participant to another.  
As intended, participants evaluated the six adoption issues using a quantitative 
measure. Figure 3.2 (below) shows participants’ evaluation of these issues in a bar 
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chart. In this chart the degree of importance of the adoption factor can be separated 
into three groups: not important, important and very important. 
 
 
Figure ‎3.2 Participants’ evaluation of the six key adoption issues 
 
It can be clearly seen in the chart that the proportion of participants who 
believe the six key adoption issues are important or very important as an  adoption 
influence was much higher than the proportion of participants who believe they are 
not important. In contrast, one participant at the maximum end of the scale thought 
that social influence, trust and self efficacy could not influence employees’ adoption 
of such technology. As can be seen in the chart, the technological characteristic is 
perceived to be the most important influential factor followed by knowledge sharing 
and trust. 
In summary, the focus group results showed why users might choose to either 
use or not use Web 2.0 within organisations. These results fulfilled the aim of the 
focus group phase that is to justify and extend the literature review findings. Data 
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analysis of the focus groups supported the synthesis of the literature and showed that 
the six main adoption issues were technological characteristics, trust, knowledge 
sharing, social influence, knowledge sharing, individual abilities, and resource 
availability. Another benefit from the focus group research is that it fed into the 
interview protocol. So those key adoption issues could be further investigated in the 
semi-structured interviews to understand how they influence adoption. 
3.5.3 Interviews 
The previous empirical phase, focus groups, supported the a priori Enterprise 
2.0 user adoption model. Also, its outcome helped in developing the interview 
protocol for the second empirical phase, the individual interviews. As noted earlier, 
interviewing employees individually using semi-structured interviews was essential 
in order to gain an in-depth understanding of how employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 is 
influenced. 
3.5.3.1 Developing the Interview Protocol 
Through reviewing the literature and conducting the focus groups, the adoption 
issues that could influence employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 were identified. The 
reasons behind employees’ adoption or rejection of Web 2.0 were highlighted, and 
the interview questions extended that data and obtained an in-depth understanding of 
why and how a particular factor influences an employee to adopt or reject using Web 
2.0. In other words, the interview questions extended the focus groups’ outcomes. 
The interview protocol was divided into four sections: A) introduction to the 
interview, B) demographic information, C) main interview questions and D) closure 
as in Appendix E. A further explanation of the interview protocol is below. 
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The adoption of an innovation within organisations could be influenced by 
individuals, organisational contexts and the innovation itself (Jeyaraj & Sabherwal, 
2008; Kautz & Nielsen, 2004). This means when investigating the adoption of Web 
2. 0 within organisations, it is important to take the individuals, the context of 
organisations and Web 2.0 technologies into consideration. Therefore, the interview 
began with questions to obtain background information about these three elements. 
For example, information related to employees included: job title, age and years of 
experience; other background information about the organisation: organisational 
type, organisational size and business domain. This information was captured in the 
demographic section. 
After that, there was a need to obtain a general view of the current Enterprise 
2.0 implementation. This includes the type of Web 2.0 implemented, organisations’ 
rationale for introducing Web 2.0 and employees’ evaluation of the Web 2.0 
initiative. It was expected that interviewees would present her/his organisational 
success stories or challenges. The responses to this question helped the researcher in 
explaining more about why employees adopt or reject Web 2.0.  
According to Jasperson, Carter and Zmud (2005) there are several actions that 
can be taken by potential adopters including full adoption, partial adoption, 
experimentation and non-adoption. Here, the interviewer evaluated the actions taken 
by the interviewees to see if she/he was an adopter, partial adopter, experimenter or 
non-adopter. Also, the adoption behaviour needs to be evaluated to see whether the 
interviewee is a passive or active user of Web 2.0. Levy (2009) classifies Web 2.0 
users into passive users, minimal active users and active users. Therefore questions 
about how often interviewees use Web 2.0 and how they use it were asked in the 
interview. 
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In addition, understanding employees’ adoption processes of Web 2.0 is 
essential in order to reveal how the adoption elements (individuals, organisations’ 
context and technology) interact with each other and influence the adoption (Jeyaraj 
& Sabherwal, 2008). The adoption of an innovation or IT technology in the work 
place is an interactive process which assumes that the adoption is a dynamic and 
continuous phenomenon that changes over time and where various factors impact on 
each other (Jeyaraj & Sabherwal, 2008; Kautz & Nielsen, 2004;; Slappendel, 1996). 
In the research interviews, there were questions that helped in exploring the adoption 
issues, as well as questions that sought to explain how these issues interact and 
influence employees’ adoption behaviour. This part of the interview protocol used 
the pre-identified adoption issues as prompts to encourage discussion. 
3.5.3.2 Recruiting the interviewees 
The research used a snowballing sampling technique to identify and recruit the 
interviewees. Some of the focus groups participants suggested some potential 
interviewees from different organisations. These people were invited to participate or 
suggest other potential participants. Appendix F shows the letter used to request 
people to nominate interviewees. Additionally, the researcher requested 
interviewees’ assistance in providing referrals at the end of every interview. After 
that an invitation letter was emailed to the potential interviewee. 
The invitation letters (see Appendix G) included background information about 
the research project and a request to participate. Although, securing participants in 
this study was challenging, enough participants who also matched the participation 
criteria were recruited. Eighteen participants were interviewed individually. The 
interviewees had used or been exposed to the use of Web 2.0 within their 
organisations. The interviewees’ profiles are presented in the following table. 
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Table ‎3.6 Interviewees’ Profiles 
Interviewees’ Profiles 
In. Age Occupation Organisation 
size 
Gender Service 
In1 40 - 49 Data warehouse senior analyst Large Male 24 
In2 30 - 39 Enterprise system’s specialist in Large Male 8 
In3 20 - 29 Financial analyst Large Male 4 
In4 30 - 39 Regional manager Large Male 7 
In5 20 - 29 IT consultant Medium Male 4 
In6 30 - 39 IT consultant Medium Male 10 
In7 20 - 29 Accountant Small Male 2 
In8 20 - 29 Communication manager Small Female 2 
In10 20 - 29 Web strategy advisor and developer Small Male 1 
In11 20 - 29 Web strategy advisor and developer Small Female 4 
In12 20 - 29 Web strategy advisor and developer Small Male 1 
In13 40 - 49 IT consultant Medium Male 5 
In14 20 - 29 IT consultant Large Male 1 
In15 40 - 49 Client manager Medium Female 3 
In16 40 - 49 General manager  Medium Male 8 
In17 30 - 39 Intranet manager Large Female 4 
In18 40 - 49 Content management specialist Medium Male 2 
In19 20 - 29 SEO strategist Medium Male 4 
 
Participants were aged between 20 and 50 but majority of them were 20-29 
years old. This young age suggests that those participants use Web 2.0 heavily in 
their personal life and should not have issues in adopting it, but this is not necessarily 
the case within workplace contexts. Yet, young participants’ involvement in this 
research was useful for example in distinguishing between the adoption patterns in 
their personal life and within their organisational context. 
In addition, participants worked at different hierarchical levels within their 
organisations. An executive manager, three meddle managers and fourteen 
operational staff participated in the semi-structured interviews. There was no need to 
have as many mangers as operational staff due to the focus of this study which was 
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the individual adoption of Web 2.0. If this study was about organisations’ adoption 
of Web 2.0, participants would have had to be managers. 
By referring to the occupation column in Table 3.6, it might be thought that 
most participants had a strong IT background. However, some of those participants 
did not have an IT degree and did not work as information technology specialists 
such as intrant managers. This is to say that there were good variances among 
participants in terms of their expertise and occupations. Yet, more than one third of 
the participants had an IT background but that did not make their adoption of Web 
2.0 smother than other participants. Some issues related to business and personality 
might outweigh their competency with IT systems and hence challenge their 
adoption.  
Lastly, participants were working in organisations of different sizes including 
small, medium and large companies. In summary, the sample of this study suited the 
research problem of this study and had a good mix of participants. 
3.5.3.3 Conducting the interviews 
This was the first experience of the researcher in conducting one-to-one 
interviews. Interviewing in this phase had to be done mainly by the researcher unlike 
the focus groups where the principal supervisor assisted in conducting and 
moderating them. Therefore, the researcher performed some activities such as 
practice interviewing; preparing the introductory part of the interviews (see 
Appendix H) and conducting two pilot interviews with colleagues as well as 
reflecting on those two pilots (see Appendix I). These pilots with their reflections 
helped improve the researcher’s interviewing skills and identified some interview 
issues for attention. 
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The actual interviews were conducted face-to-face and lasted from one to two 
hours. The interviews took place in meeting rooms at QUT as well as in 
interviewees’ organisations. The interviews were audio recorded. All interviewees 
were informed in advance about the researcher’s intent to record the interviews. 
Ethical clearance was obtained and participants were provided with a project 
information sheet and consent form which included the QUT ethical approval 
number for this project (see Appendix J). 
3.3.3.4 Analytical process 
This research involved a number of general tasks in the interview enquiry 
process as Figure 3.3 (below) presents. After conducting interviews, they were 
transcribed using a credible professional transcriber from QUT. Also the researcher 
reviewed all interviews transcripts and checked them against the interviews’ audio 
recordings. The researcher provided participants with these transcripts to review (for 
example, see Appendix K). Reviewing the interviews’ transcripts by participants 
ensured analysing reliable sources (interview scripts), hence enhancing the research 
quality. In addition, interview summaries (for example, see Appendix L) were sent to 
interviewees in order to share the researcher’s understanding with them. Few 
comments and clarifications were received. In general, all participants agreed on the 
accuracy of the transcripts and were happy with the summaries. This is a member 
checking technique used to enhance the creditability of qualitative research; it also 
involved meeting interviewees at the end of the project to present and discuss the 
study results. Figures 3.6 and 3.8 present examples of communicating with some 
interviewees, requesting to check the interview transcripts and to review the results 
of this study. 
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Figure ‎3.3 Activities of the interview phase enquiry 
Analysing the interview data was performed using the thematic analysis technique. 
As noted in Section 3.4, thematic analysis has six steps: 
1. Familiarising yourself with the data: the researcher performed this by listening 
to every interview recording several times and reading through the transcripts. 
Also, while reviewing the interview transcripts, margin notes (annotations) were 
made and interviews were summarised. These activities enhanced the 
researcher’s familiarity with the content of every interview.  
2. Generating the initial codes: the interviews were coded in a deductive manner, 
using the a priori model derived from the literature review and the focus groups. 
Furthermore, inductive coding was performed to discover new insights from the 
data. Initial nodes (175 in all) were created using open coding, and applied to all 
relevant passages in the whole interview data set. Every node was reviewed and 
described using Nvivo node properties function as Figure 3.4 shows. A complete 
list of these initial nodes as well as their descriptions is presented in Appendix M. 
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Figure ‎3.4 Nvivo free nodes (initial nodes) and description 
3. Searching for themes: In this step the researcher categorised the initial nodes 
into broader concepts (themes). This meant merging similar nodes, deleting 
irrelevant nodes and aggregating nodes with hierarchical relations. This step was 
challenging due to the large number of the initial nodes (175). Therefore, a 
number of tools including “Text Cloud” and “Mind maps” (modelling) were used 
to facilitate the search for themes. First, the Text Cloud tool was used to show the 
key words within the initial nodes list. Based on word frequency, the Text Cloud 
provided the researcher with key words which provided a potential starting point 
to search for themes. Appendix N shows an example of the Text Cloud. After 
that, from this Text Cloud, a number of key words were used to identify and 
group relevant nodes together. For example, the key word “adoption”, as Figure 
3.5 shows, occurs 22 times in the titles of 22 initial nodes. Then using the 
“Search In Node” function in Nvivo software, all nodes related to the key word 
“adoption” were found and exported as a list in MS Excel and visualised as well 
as being pre-categorised using the model tool “Mind Map” as Figure 3.5 shows. 
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The pre-categorised activity as shown in the last window of Figure 3.5 helped the 
researcher to see more connections between the initial nodes and hence guided 
the remaining categorisation activity. While searching for themes, the researcher 
considered themes that explained the adoption processes of Web 2.0and the 
issues that influence its adoption. The result of the “Searching for themes” step 
was a thematic template of Enterprise 2.0 adoption as presented in Appendix O. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure ‎3.5 Tools facilitate “searching for them” task 
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4 & 5. Reviewing, defining and naming themes: In these steps the researcher 
reviewed the interview passages and extracted relevant sections that supported 
each theme. The activities of naming and defining themes were reviewed by the 
researcher and the supervisory team in a recursive fashion. At the end of this 
step, the identified themes could be categorised further, resulting in eight 
Enterprise 2.0 adoption themes and a general description of Web 2.0 adoption 
processes. See Table 3.7  
Table ‎3.7 Enterprise 2.0 Adoption Themes 
Enterprise 2.0 Adoption Themes 
 Details 
Enterprise Web 2.0 
Adoption Characteristics 
Enterprise Web 2.0 Adoption is challenging, it has business and social 
usage, it has degrees of engagement levels and it occurs as a process 
Adoption themes Sub-themes 
Individuals’ Characteristics Demographic and Personality Characteristic 
Social Influence Group norm, Employees’ image, Corporate Networking and Web 2.0 
Communities 
Trust Trusting Colleagues’ Honesty and Trusting Colleagues’ Capability 
Technological Web 2.0 
Characteristics 
Friendliness, Reliability, Mobility, Technical Compatibility, 
Discoverability, Transparency and Web 2.0 type 
Relevance of Web 2.0 Web 2.0 Usefulness, Need for Web 2.0 Content and Work Web 2.0 
Fit 
Web 2.0 Maturity 
 
Richness of Web 2.0 Content and Critical Mass 
Organisational Support 
 
Web 2.0 Strategy, Training, Gratitude or Recognition and 
Management Role 
Organisational Practice 
 
Business Model, Nature of Workforce and Organisational Web 2.0 
Culture 
 
6. Producing the report: this was the last step in thematic analysis. Themes and 
their sub-themes were defined and supported by compelling extracts from the 
interview data. Also, the relations between the adoption themes were identified 
and discussed leading to key insights about understanding how employees’ 
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adoption of Web 2.0 is influenced. The study report is represented in chapters (4 
& 5) in this thesis. 
3.6 Research Quality  
Ensuring the quality of qualitative research is important. Qualitative 
researchers employ different techniques to determine the quality of their research 
(Creswell, 2007). In this study, the researcher conducted pilot testing and used 
member checking technique to ensure the quality of this study. 
Pilot testing the interviews is an important technique in the preparation phase 
of qualitative research. The pilot test identifies limitations of the interview design 
and assesses researchers to enhance this design prior to the study implementation 
(Kvale, 2007). In this research project, two pilot interviews were conducted (see 
Appendix I). These pilots with their reflections helped identifying some issues such 
as questions ambiguity, and timing issues. Those issues were noted in earlier stage 
and that helped improving the interviews implementations. 
In qualitative research, study credibility is an important factor in ensuring its 
quality. The credibility of qualitative studies can be determined via several strategies 
such as member checking, triangulation and external audit. Member checking is the 
process of checking study findings by its participants. In this strategy, researchers 
take data gathered during the study and the final interpretation of the study to 
participants in order to confirm its credibility. According to Lincoln and Guba 
(1985), member checking is the most important way to validate qualitative data and 
establish the credibility of the study.  
Member checking was the main method used to show the credibility and 
trustworthiness of this research. After transcribing the interviews, their transcripts 
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were sent to participants to ensure the accuracy the study data. The following figure 
(Figure 3.6) shows this task with one of the participants. 
 
Figure ‎3.6 Participants’ validation of the interviews transcripts 
In addition, the researcher maintained the transparency of conducting the 
research activities by presenting the data analysis and findings. All participants were 
invited to further discuss and comment on the study findings as Figure 3.7 shows. 
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Figure ‎3.7 Participants’ invitation to disuses the study findings 
Six of the participants agreed to meet again and the following figure (Figure 
3.8) shows the arrangements for a follow-up meeting. 
 
Figure ‎3.8 An example of arranging the follow up meetings 
The follow-up meetings took place according to participant convenience 
regarding time and place. In those meetings the researcher summarised the finding of 
this study then explained the structure of the study report that is Chapter (4) of this 
thesis, the findings chapter. After that, the participant was asked to read the whole 
chapter and check their quotes. The researcher encouraged participants to raise 
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questions and provide comments while reading the report. Participants’ comments 
included correcting grammar and the flow of their direct quotes. Also, it included 
commenting on each other’s quotes and raising shared thoughts. Participants were 
excited when they saw their quotes and how they fitted with others’ thought and the 
research discussion. Although there was quite a long time between the interviews and 
the follow-up meetings, participants remembered their quotes and expressed their 
agreement with them as well as with the whole story of this research. Appendix P 
shows some examples of participants’ comments on the study report. 
3.7 Conclusion 
 
This section concludes the research method chapter. First, this chapter 
introduced two main research approaches: qualitative and quantitative research with 
the aim of justifying the choice of qualitative research in this study. Quantitative 
research, in particular, into IT adoption has produced useful results; yet qualitative 
research is needed to enrich our understanding of how people are influenced to adopt 
technology. 
After that, the detailed discussion about the research method was presented. 
This discussion started with introducing qualitative survey as the research method 
used in this study. Qualitative research was defined as a method of asking people 
about their perceptions via data collection techniques such as focus groups and semi-
structured interviews. The researcher showed how these data collection methods 
helped to answer the research questions. Thus, the research design of this study was: 
synthesising potential adoption issues from the literature, justifying and extending 
these adoption issues via focus groups; and exploring how these adoption issues 
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influence the adoption via semi-structured interviews. In addition, the data analysis 
technique, Thematic Analysis, was introduced. 
Another major part of this chapter explained the implementation of the 
empirical phases of this study. The researcher started by explaining how the focus 
groups were planned and conducted as well as their outcomes and how those related 
to the next empirical phase, the semi-structured interviews. This was followed by a 
discussion of how the semi-structured interviews were developed, conducted and 
analysed, and how participants were recruited. An extensive explanation of the 
analytical process was presented to show the trustworthiness of this study. The 
findings of this study will be presented in the following chapter. 
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Chapter 4 Findings 
As explained in the introduction chapter, the objective of this study was to 
understand employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations. This objective was 
achieved by addressing these research questions: 
1. What are the issues that influence Web 2.0 adoption within 
organisations? 
2. How do these issues influence employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within 
organisations? 
 
Describing the general characteristics of Web 2.0 adoption is essential prior to 
understanding how adoption is influenced. Hence, the first section of this chapter 
(Section 4.1) presents the findings related to the characteristics of Web 2.0 before 
presenting the adoption issue. The findings related to the first and second questions 
are presented next (Section 4.2). This section presents the adoption issues in eight 
themes and then outlines each theme and provides illustrations from the transcripts to 
understand these adoption influences. The final section (Section 4.3) concludes this 
chapter by highlighting the key findings of this study.  
4.1 General Description of Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
It was found that the data describing employees’ experience of Enterprise 2.0 
adoption could be grouped into the areas of challenges, typology, and engagement. 
Further, adoption was clearly identified as a process, meaning Web 2.0 adoption 
occurs and develops over time due to the influence of many interrelated issues. 
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Figure 4.1 summaries the experience of the adoption of Enterprise 2.0 technologies; 
a detailed discussion then follows.   
 
Figure ‎4.1 Overview of Enterprise 2.0 adoption 
4.1.1 Web 2.0 adoption is challenging 
Adopting Web 2.0 within the work place is not without its challenges. There is 
a general feeling that the adoption of Web 2.0 is not usually successful: as one 
participant noted, there is “a core of people who actively contribute ... and then 
[there are] people right at the bottom who haven’t really engaged at all” (In18). 
Also, a number of participants reported their colleagues’ reluctance to adopt Web 
2.0, for example, “it has wiki capability, no one uses it” (In13) and “there’s not 
many that got on board” (In5). This study explores the reasons behind these 
challenges as well as the Web 2.0 adoption motivators (see Section 4.2). 
4.1.2 Typologies of Web 2.0 usage: Business and social 
Employees use Web 2.0 in the workplace for two major reasons: business 
matters and social purposes. Examples of Web 2.0 for business use include 
collaboration on work activities, as explained: “the collaboration mostly within Web 
2.0 platform at the moment would be through projects and bidding” (In18); and for 
Enterprise 2.0 
adoption  
Adoption challenges: 
Employees’ adoption of 
Web 2.0 is slow and 
faced with challenges 
 
Adoption as a process: It 
continuously changes 
over time with the 
influence of many factors 
 
Ways of engagement: 
Active/Passive, 
Frequency and 
collaborative/non 
collaborative 
 
Usage types: 
Business matters and 
social purposes 
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knowledge sharing, for example using “Yammer [which is a micro-blog] as a 
discussion platform to share information ... share thoughts, and get someone else’s 
inputs and ideas” (In14). 
Although most participants’ discussions have been around business-related 
usages of Web 2.0, it is also used by employees to form communities, and to engage 
for example in “discussion about electronics and fashion” (In3). Using Web 2.0 for 
social purposes is favoured, particularly in consultancy companies, to “help with 
retention” (In15) and in “making sure that employees are still loyal and committed 
to the organisation” (In5). 
4.1.3 Ways of engaging with Web 2.0 vary significantly 
Employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 is a wide spectrum where employees have 
different degrees of engaging with Web 2.0. The ideal engagement occurs when Web 
2.0 is adopted frequently, actively and collaboratively. The actual engagement with 
Web 2.0 is found to occur in three ways: active/passive, frequent/less frequent and 
collaborative/non-collaborative.  
The first way of engaging is active/passive adoption. While there are 
employees who actively use Web 2.0, who “contributed ... put out posts and 
generated discussions” (In14), there are also employees who use Web 2.0 passively: 
One participant said, “I like my observer status, I do interact but I'm not a high level 
interacter” (In13). 
Frequency of use of Web 2.0 is the second way of engagement that was 
identified. The frequency of using Web 2.0 varies among employees. For example 
some employees use “the wiki a couple of times a week” (In14) or “every day all the 
time” (In15). Others, as noted, “use the wiki very little” (In12), or it is “weeks or 
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months between blog posts” (In13). Some participants, such as In13, reported 
conflicting levels of Web 2.0 engagement. What they meant was they used a variety 
of Web 2.0 tools in different ways, for example micro-blogging frequently but 
blogging infrequently. 
In addition, it was found that engaging with Web 2.0 can be in a 
collaborative/non collaborative way. Participants identified several ways of 
collaboration, including co-authoring, real-time collaborating, peer reviewing others’ 
content and cooperating on work activities. However, as noted by a few participants: 
“we’re not using [collaborative] functionality as to what we could be doing” (In1). 
Others believe that discussion and peer reviewing dominate the collaborative use of 
Web 2.0, as noted:  
Social media doesn’t really help us collaborate on project management; it 
might help us on a little bit of crowd sourcing ideas ... and discussion (In8). 
 
4.1.4 Employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 occurs as a process 
Web 2.0 adoption was found to be a process that continuously changes over 
time with the influence of many adoption issues within a complex context. Web 2.0 
adoption occurs and develops over a long term, as noted: “over the years ... [Web 
2.0] becomes more organic” (In10). Another participant described how Web 2.0 
adoption is lengthy:  
With the wiki it took a long time to get back into it ... say a year or so, to start 
improving the usage (In11). 
Viewing web 2.0 as a process is further supported by the changing nature of 
Web 2.0 adoption, as expressed by half the participants. One participant said: “When 
I first started I was writing a lot of blog posts and I’ve actually reduced that ... 
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because work has actually become busy” (In15), while In14 stated, “There are times 
when I use it more, sometimes I use it less”. 
In addition, the influence of different adoption issues affecting Web 2.0 
adoption varies, as mentioned by more than half the participants. Therefore, it is 
possible to find an adoption issue that “is a big one” (In17), or another one that “is 
not the strongest influence but [still] it’s an influence” (In14). These adoption issues 
influence each other. Two participants explicitly mentioned that adoption is not 
caused by “one single factor or one big factor [but] it’s a mixture of things” (In18). 
So several issues interact with each other. For example,  
if the user can feel it as disconnected or it’s a different system or they have to 
log in again to use it, that’s an  ease of use issue as well stopping them from 
doing something that should be compatible and seamless (In17). 
In this example, the adoption issue “technical compatibility” (i.e. the need to log on) 
could make the use of Web 2.0 less user-friendly, which would influence its 
adoption.  
In summary, adopting Web 2.0 within the workplace is a challenging and 
complex process that is influenced by many issues. This adoption can be for both 
business and non-business matters, have different degrees of engagement and 
continuously change over time. 
4.2 Themes of Influence on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
The adoption of Web 2.0 technologies by employees within organisations is a 
complex phenomenon which is influenced by the interaction of many issues. These 
adoption issues are represented in eight themes: People’s Traits, Social Influence, 
Trust, Technological Attributes, Relevance of Web 2.0, Maturity, Organisational 
Support,' and Organisational Practice, as presented in Table 4.1. 
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Table ‎4.1 Enterprise 2.0 Adoption Themes and Sub-themes 
Enterprise 2.0 Adoption Themes and Sub-themes 
Enterprise 2.0 
Adoption themes 
Description Sub-themes 
People’s Traits 
 
People’s traits refer to the 
adoption issues related to 
individual employees’ 
personality and demographic 
characteristics. 
 Demographic 
 Personality 
Social Influence 
 
Social influence refers to 
employees’ influence on each 
other that shapes their attitudes or 
actions in relation to adopting 
Web 2.0. 
 Group norm 
 Employees’ image 
 Corporate networking 
 Web 2.0 communities 
Trust 
 
Trust refers to employees’ 
reliance on each other’s integrity 
while using Web 2.0 as well as 
the ability to contribute useful 
content on Web 2.0. 
 Trusting colleagues’ honesty 
 Trusting colleagues’ capability 
Technological 
Attributes 
 
This adoption theme refers to 
Web 2.0 technological attributes 
such as the transparency of Web 
2.0. 
 Friendliness 
 Reliability 
 Mobility 
 Technical compatibility 
 Discoverability 
 Transparency 
 Web 2.0 type 
Relevance of Web 2.0 This adoption theme refers to the 
relevance of adopting Web 2.0 
and its usefulness for employees 
within the workplace. 
 Web 2.0 Usefulness 
 Need for Web 2.0 content and 
work  
 Web 2.0 fit 
Maturity 
 
This adoption theme refers to the 
state of Web 2.0 for being perfect 
in terms of its content and the 
level of participation in it. 
 Richness of Web 2.0 content 
 Critical mass  
Organisational Support 
 
This adoption theme refers to the 
support provided by management 
as well as employees which 
encourages and facilitates Web 
2.0 adoption. 
 Web 2.0 Strategy 
 Training 
 Gratitude or recognition 
 Management role 
Organisational Practice 
 
This theme refers to current 
business activities and values as 
well as the nature of the 
workforce that influences 
employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. 
 Business model 
 Nature of workforce  
 Organisational culture 
 
The following sub-sections present those themes, showing how they influence 
employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. 
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4.2.1 People’s traits 
Personality issues and demographics can impact individuals’ behaviour within 
the workplace. In this study, a number of personal traits were found to be important 
adoption issues. They can be categorised into two sub-themes: demographic and 
personality. Sections 4.2.1.1 and 4.2.1.2 discuss how peoples’ traits influence 
adoption. 
4.2.1.1 Demographics 
Demographics that influence Web 2.0 adoption within organisations refer to 
employees’ age, years of service and job role. How each demographic issue 
influences Web 2.0 adoption will be elaborated on next. 
Employees’ age is identified by participants to be an important characteristic 
that defines Web 2.0 adopters. Younger employees adopt Web 2.0 or adopt it more 
frequently, as noted: “It was only really the younger staff” (In5). Another participant, 
when asked about the characteristics of early adopters of Web 2.0, replied: “I hate to 
say it but they’re normally younger” (In17). According to In18, “They’re probably 
aged between twenty-five and forty-five”. 
Years of service refers to the number of years employees have served or 
worked in a company. This issue influences adoption; more particularly, it motivates 
the passive adoption of Web 2.0, as noted:  
I know that when a new staff member comes on they’ll look at it probably 
once a day to remind themselves and teach themselves how we do things 
(In10). 
In the previous quote, In10 as well as a number of participants believe that 
learning and obtaining knowledge encourages new employees to access Web 2.0 and 
read its content. 
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Job roles, the types of work and activities assigned to employees within 
organisations, influence adoption of Web 2.0 through three issues: (1) profession 
type, (2) managerial roles and (3) Web 2.0 related roles.  
Firstly, the profession or the type of role held by an employee (e.g. engineer, 
accountant or consultant) influences or shapes the way in which that employee 
engages with social media. In13 provided evidence of this:  
I think consultants like to hold their knowledge and to be seen as the ones 
who own the knowledge … so I’m happy to blog about what I know, I’m not 
as happy to smear my content into your wiki. Maybe that’s a selfish process 
(In13). 
The job role could be a motivator for research and development employees “who are 
quite innovative and need to move the company forward and who can just see [Web 
2.0] opportunity” (In17). 
Secondly, managerial roles, as noted by some participants, limit the adoption of 
Web 2.0 due to the time availability issue. As In4 explained, “in the new role [as a 
regional manager], for the first two months ... I didn’t have time, I was too busy to 
use Web 2.0”. Also, managers could be influenced negatively as they are concerned 
about interacting with their employees, as mentioned:   
The executive team ... doesn’t want to be confusing most of the people. So all 
communication needs to be somewhat considered, and the ramifications 
(In6). 
Lastly, participants suggested that employees who support Web 2.0 adoption as 
part of their job role are the ones who have the best chance of adopting this 
technology: 
They do it, they use it all the time but that’s their role ... This is their role, 
their role is to keep all these things up to date (In7). 
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In summary, three demographic issues namely age, years of service and job 
role influence adopting Web 2.0 and the level of the employees’ engagement with 
Web 2.0. 
4.2.1.2 Personality  
Emotions, tendencies, capacity and motives form individual employees’ 
personalities and influence their behaviour. From participant responses, seven 
personality issues that could influence employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 were found: 
(1) confidence, (2) openness to sharing knowledge, (3) Web 2.0 enthusiasm, (4) 
desire to learn, (5) capability, (6) sense of ownership and (7) passion for writing. The 
following sections elaborate on how these seven issues influence Web 2.0 adoption. 
Confidence 
Employees’ confidence in their knowledge and writing skills, as well as in the 
value of their contribution, was found to influence adoption. On the one hand, the 
transparent nature of Web 2.0 challenges less confident employees to put “thoughts 
into the open for public subscription ... [Because they] are worried about the 
ramifications of themselves being found to be less than capable” (In6). So, as noted 
by most interview participants, employees who are “less confident about their 
expertise” (In6), who “don’t speak English as a first language” (In19) or who 
regard “writing [as] not being [their] strong point” (In12) are discouraged from 
actively adopting Web 2.0.  
On the other hand, confidence is considered as a motivator in two cases. First, 
whilst less confidence in knowledge limits the active adoption of content 
contribution, it encourages the employee to adopt Web 2.0 in a passive (read only) 
way for learning and self improvement, as noted: 
  
Findings 100 
In certain areas I feel pretty confident that I have the knowledge and 
experience and in other areas I don’t.  So I won’t comment if I don’t feel I 
have experience ... [But] I like to read about others so that I can learn more 
(In13). 
In4 added: “I could be expressing my feelings ..., what I need help with and seeking 
advice”. Second, employees are motivated to adopt Web 2.0 when they feel 
confident, as for example, “If I know a fair amount, that’s what I would be confident 
in” (In14) or “I feel I’ve got something of value to say on a certain topic (In1), 
which shows active adoption of Web 2.0. 
Openness to Sharing Knowledge 
In general, openness to sharing knowledge – employees’ willingness to share 
their knowledge – motivates the active adoption of Web 2.0 because “those [who] 
want to share, will like such programs” (In4). In cases where Web 2.0 tends to be a 
knowledge sharing platform, openness to sharing knowledge is a relevant adoption 
issue, as noted: 
Individual willingness to share [is] probably pretty important depending on 
the program we’re talking about. In the wiki it’s probably quite important; in 
others it’s probably less important (In10). 
In10’s company uses wiki to record and share employees’ work activities. Thus 
“openness to sharing knowledge” could influence employees’ adoption of the wiki. 
On the other hand, “people [who] don’t want to share are less likely to use Web 2.0” 
(In17) 
Web 2.0 Enthusiasm 
Web 2.0 enthusiasm means having a strong passion for using Web 2.0 within 
organisations. An employee with such individual passionate enthusiasm is motivated 
to adopt Web 2.0 early, as noted: 
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I am willing to go and try it before the usefulness is there, which is my rapid 
involvement at the start, creating hundreds of pages in the wiki (In3). 
This enthusiasm among passionate users is seen by one participant to 
“encourage others to use Web 2.0;” (In11). Unfortunately, as noted by another 
participant, “You would only ever see the quite proactive self driven employees 
engaging in using the tools (In6). 
Desire to Learn 
Individual employees fervent to learn and to gain new knowledge and 
experiences are motivated to passively adopt Web 2.0, as was for example stated: 
“Web 2.0 incentive, for me, comes from the knowledge that I get from the other 
people” (In3). Two types of employees were identified as “knowledge seekers”: (1) 
new employees and (2) proactive employees. 
New employees are motivated to access Web 2.0 to learn and acquire 
knowledge about work. However, this “seeking knowledge” influence on Web 2.0 
adoption can fade over time as new employees obtain the required knowledge. Many 
participants have noted that, for example, 
Web 2.0 like wiki was a very important source of knowledge and training on 
how to get work done which was accessed very often by new employees at the 
beginning of their career (In19). 
In contrast, for proactive employees who are keen to increase their 
competences and to enhance their career, “seeking knowledge” constantly motivates 
their adoption of Web 2.0, as noted: 
I think it’s more to the point that as proactive individuals, we use it all the 
time ... to learn and build on our own skill base as well as capabilities, for 
this particular idea I use Web 2.0 (In4). 
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Capability 
If individual employees have the ability to share and create Web 2.0 content, 
this motivates the active adoption of Web 2.0. Participants identified three abilities: 
(1) Web 2.0 writing style, (2) expressing ideas and (3) categorising Web 2.0 content. 
First, for some Web 2.0 technologies such as micro-blogging, there is a need for a 
new writing style that is short and that uses symbols or numbers. This writing style 
needs to be learned but sometimes employees do not feel comfortable using it, as 
noted 
For some of Web 2.0 technologies like micro-blogging which only use 140 
characters but it is difficult to get it down to 140 characters. Where we’re not 
those kind of people that use numbers and shortened letters and so on, so that 
would probably be the biggest negative (In2). 
The second ability is knowing how to share knowledge easily, for instance by 
breaking down and expressing ideas clearly. The absence of such capabilities would 
affect employees’ active adoption of Web 2.0, as participants agreed on the 
importance of “knowing how to put a process together by ... breaking it down and 
knowing how to write it out, to communicate with others” (In11 ) through the wiki 
technology, for example. The third ability is that of categorising Web 2.0 content or 
knowledge via tagging or social bookmarking, because “if [employees] don’t know 
how to use social bookmarking [they] end up being unable to share their ideas 
(In10). 
Sense of Ownership  
Ownership is the sense of belonging that individuals feel for their organisation 
and its future. Employees who have this feeling are motivated to actively adopt Web 
2.0 to benefit their companies. One of the participants, when asked about the return 
on sharing his knowledge over Web 2.0, replied: 
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It’s for everyone. If we leave and someone doesn’t know how to search my 
email inbox they can find everything in this tool (In10). 
A number of participants explicitly described such a positive feeling towards 
their company and how it motivated Web 2.0 adoption. For example, one of the 
participants said, “I would say very active [on wiki] ... because I feel this is not just 
my job, this is my livelihood” (In19). 
Passion for Writing 
Being passionate about writing was defined by some participants as having a 
love or desire to write for an audience, such as In14, who said: “I may not be able to 
speak the best but I generally put a lot of effort into writing and I enjoy writing”. 
Been passionate about writing motivates the active adoption of Web 2.0. In 
particular, it encourages adopting Web 2.0 authoring tools such as blogs or wiki, as 
noted: 
The concept of instant blog article writing means something to an employee, 
and so they will just do it because they want to and not because of being paid 
to do it for instance. (In5). 
In summary, these seven personality issues influence employees’ Web 2.0 
adoption in several ways. First, some of these issues influence active/passive 
adoption, while other issues influence employees’ active adoption only, such as 
employees’ confidence in their writing skills. Furthermore, some issues influence 
employees’ adoption of a particular type of Web 2.0. For instance, employees’ 
passion for writing influences only their adoption of Web 2.0 tools such as blogs or 
wikis. Lastly, some issues, such as “Web 2.0 enthusiasm”, influence the adoption of 
Web 2.0 by both enthusiastic employees and other colleagues.  
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4.2.2 Social influence 
Social influence is the employees’ influence on each other to shape their 
attitudes or actions in relation to adopting Web 2.0. It was found that this influence 
can either motivate or hinder Web 2.0 adoption. Social influence includes four sub-
themes: group norm, employees’ image, corporate networking and Web 2.0 
communities, as discussed below. 
4.2.2.1 Group norm 
When the majority of employees use Web 2.0, other employees are influenced 
to adopt it, as noted: “if the mainstream is all adopting Web 2.0, well then you want 
to fit in with the mainstream” (In13). This is due to “peer pressure and everybody 
else is using it” (In14). Even the level of employees’ engagement with Web 2.0 is 
influenced by the group norm: one of the participants said “I will feel more engaged 
with using it if other people engage to use it” (In17). 
4.2.2.2 Employees’ image 
Individual employees adjust their usage of Web 2.0 in order to maintain their 
image within the group. Participants are categorised into two groups. The first group 
believe that “Web 2.0 would enhance [employees’] image” (In2) and therefore, as 
agreed by one third of the participants: 
Web 2.0 would help showing that you are an expert ... [and] If you use Web 
2.0 to help someone else then it shows that both you care for the organisation 
and that you’re not a lazy person (In12) 
The second group, which had a small number of participants, was concerned 
about the negative impact of engaging with Web 2.0. In13 reported why some 
employees would be concerned about their image while using Web 2.0: 
I’ve seen cases where people are initially getting stamped down by their 
peers because they’re really vocal and make a lot of commentary but you 
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know it is a trivial manner and they seem to be idiots... so they basically don’t 
realise they’ve destroyed their reputation (In13). 
This in turn influences employees’ adoption behaviour and their active engagement 
with Web 2.0. However, in small companies, employees’ concern about image is 
minimal because “in a small firm everyone is known [for] what he is good at” 
(In11); in this case then, employees’ image does not influence adoption. 
4.2.2.3 Corporate networking 
Employees’ requirement to network with their colleagues is another form of 
social influence. Employees within organisations work in groups and are keen to 
“generate wider networks” (In14) for several reasons, such as connecting to people 
with common interests and improving employees’ awareness of colleagues’ work 
and contributions, as well as obtaining support, as explained: 
Without connecting to people you don’t have the ability to trap and discover 
the activities that people are doing ... and I have the professional network 
[which] can connect me with people that I believe will help me do my job 
(In16). 
Using Web 2.0 to connect employees, one participant notes, is “about social 
groups and ... employees engaging with each other. That’s really how there’s been 
some success with Yammer” (In5). Therefore, apart from employees within small 
companies, employees are motivated to adopt Web 2.0 because “colleagues already 
connect face to face” (In11). 
4.2.2.4 Web 2.0 communities 
Although employees have different responsibilities, they form communities to 
share interests and work activities. This study found that developing communities 
around Web 2.0 technologies motivates employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 and 
sustains it. As noted by many participants, communities improve the “give and take, 
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appreciation and care among the community members” (In3). Therefore, forming 
Web 2.0 communities around interest areas and work activities motivates employees’ 
adoption of Web 2.0: 
We have team sites for communities around interest areas where I can give 
my opinion or ask questions or share blog posts that I’ve read somewhere 
etc. (In13). 
In addition, employees’ continuous interaction over Web 2.0 within a 
supportive community maintains the “continuous use and the feedback or the 
comments [on web 2.0]” (In15). In contrast, the lack of community around Web 2.0 
negatively affects the adoption, as one participant stated: 
It is really about a give and take community which is important to develop, 
otherwise what you get on the micro-blogging, which is what I found, are a 
lot of people: they come, they drop the question, they leave, I don’t even know 
if they come back and read it and this influences my engagement with this 
Web 2.0 (In3). 
In summary, social influence appears to be an important theme. Group norm, 
employees’ image and corporate networking create social pressure which can 
motivate or hinder employees’ engagement with Web 2.0. However, the influence of 
employees’ image and corporate networking on such adoption is seen to be minimal 
in small companies. Web 2.0 communities are seen to play a supportive role in an 
active environment that enhances adoption. However, unfortunately, there is a lack 
of Web 2.0 communities and this discourages its adoption. 
4.2.3 Trust 
Employees need to trust one another while using Web 2.0. This study revealed 
that trusting colleagues is an expectation and it motivates the passive adoption of 
Web 2.0. More specifically, trust includes trusting colleagues’ honesty and 
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capability. The following elaborates how these two sub-themes motivate Web 2.0 
adoption. 
4.2.3.1 Trusting colleagues’ honesty 
Trusting colleagues’ honesty was mentioned by one third of the participants. 
Participants expressed the need for colleagues to use Web 2.0 appropriately: 
We don’t want employees who add stuff for the sake of adding anything or 
adding something that’s malicious (In12). 
There is a common positive expectation about colleagues’ honesty: employees 
“don’t see the honesty as being a concern” (In3). There is an assumption within the 
workplace environment that “what’s shared is going to be the truth and it’s going to 
be accurate” (In1). This level of trust is created by the “transparency of [Web 2.0] 
where everyone can see what people are saying” (In6), as well as by the role of the 
“community to self-moderate” (In1). As a result, employees are not concerned with 
participating or engaging with Web 2.0 and this encourages adoption. 
4.2.3.2 Trusting colleagues’ capability 
As mentioned by half of the participants, use of Web 2.0 by trustworthy 
colleagues who, for example, are “capable of writing a nice blog post which has 
good quality” (In7) motivates others to adopt Web 2.0 to use its content. However, 
as In11 said: 
If [employees] had a problem with someone’s abilities then yeah [they] 
would have a problem with the business processes that he wrote in the wiki 
and it would be an issue (In11). 
Employees tend to have positive assumptions about colleagues’ capability, which 
motivates accessing Web 2.0 and using its content. For example, it is argued that 
“trust is important ... but [our colleagues] work with us; we’ve hired them. So there’s 
already a level of trust and confidence that they’re going to post right information” 
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(In8). Similarly, this positive assumption is supported by the transparent nature of 
Web 2.0, where “whatever [is] contributed ... on Web 2.0 can be seen and moderated 
by peers, managers and directors” (In14). 
In summary, employees’ trust in their colleagues’ honesty and capability 
motivates the passive adoption of Web 2.0 to access its content. The inherent level of 
trust in colleagues, due to the transparency of Web 2.0, moderates content and 
participation, and also the professional level of the workplace environment.  
4.2.4 Technological attributes 
Web 2.0 technological issues or attributes influence its adoption. The Web 2.0 
technological attributes found are: user-friendliness, reliability, mobility, technical 
compatibility, discoverability, transparency and Web 2.0 type. Interestingly, these 
technological attributes influence the adoption process in different ways. The 
following explains each attribute, and then summarises how these sub-themes are 
associated with Web 2.0 adoption. 
4.2.4.1 User-friendliness 
In general, Web 2.0 technologies are user-friendly, as noted by most of the 
participants: for example, one participant said, “A lot of Web 2.0 applications are 
written pretty or they’re designed simply” (In12). Therefore, employees are 
motivated to adopt Web 2.0. An intuitive interface, easy to learn by self -exploring 
and easy to use, was found to make Web 2.0 user-friendly. As revealed by 
participants, Web 2.0 is “easy on the eye to look at and it’s attractive” (Int18), “easy 
to get your head around [...] by exploring” (In10) and “easy to use” (In14). 
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4.2.4.2 Reliability 
Whilst “reliability” refers to the performance quality of Web 2.0, it was not 
found to be influential on Web 2.0 adoption. Only two participants indicated that 
Web 2.0 is reliable and “has very good quality” (In19). Yet, Web 2.0 reliability is 
not a problem according to one third of the participants as they “can put up with 
some faults” (In13). However, it was noted that poor reliability was acceptable only 
to a certain level, and that eventually lack of performance from Web 2.0 tools would 
have a negative impact on adoption, as noted: 
I think what it does is it wanes adoption and it builds up frustration which 
puts the whole solution in a negative light (In16). 
This is particularly so in cases where using Web 2.0 is vital to core business 
processes, as articulated by In15: 
If that performance is deterring with my work process, I then have to revert 
back to the old system (In15). 
4.2.4.3 Mobility 
Employees were found to frequently use web 2.0 tools from mobile devices. 
Web 2.0 mobility refers to the feature that allows employees to use Web 2.0 tools via 
mobile devices, usually to access content (passive adoption). Participants noted two 
key ways that mobility influenced or facilitated the adoption of Web 2.0 in 
organisations. Firstly, for the time-poor employee, mobility allowed them to access 
key information and to engage in work activities at times and locations convenient to 
them: “I look at it most often on the train on the way home because that’s when I’ve 
got the time, I’ve got the device, I’ve got the capability ... I'm just a little bit bored, a 
good time to catch up” (In13). Secondly, it offered employees who are “often on the 
road” (In4) the ability to stay connected to their office and work colleagues no 
matter where they were based, as one of the participants also mentioned: 
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Having things stored online and being able to access the tools online make 
them really easy. So you can access them anywhere (In11) 
So mobility makes Web 2.0 more usable by employees regardless of the 
geographical location of employees, and that increases the usefulness of Web 2.0.  
4.2.4.4 Technical compatibility 
Technical compatibility, the technical integration of Web 2.0 with other 
enterprise systems, motivates its adoption through two adoption issues: ease of use 
and usefulness. It was found that Web 2.0 compatibility makes it easy to use, as 
expressed by In17.  
if the user can feel it as disconnected... or they have to log in again to use it, 
that’s an  ease of use issue ... as [web 2.0] should be compatible and 
seamless (In17). 
Also, Web 2.0 compatibility with other systems “by its very nature ... includes 
integrating [web 2.0] into a business process” (In16), which means that Web 2.0 
becomes more relevant to work activities, hence becoming more useful. However, a 
small number of participants noted that Web 2.0 tools are “not really that related” 
(In10), and do not need to be compatible as they have identical roles. 
4.2.4.5 Discoverability 
Web 2.0 has technical features – such as social bookmarking and following 
people – that make Web 2.0 content, individuals and groups visible and easy to find; 
this is discoverability. This discoverability attribute of Web 2.0 is identified as 
beneficial and a motivator for both active and passive users. On one hand, one of the 
participants noted that “Web 2.0 allows discovery of new content ... new relations of 
people” (In14), suggesting that passive users benefit from accessing Web 2.0 and 
“consuming” its content. One the other hand, discoverability motivates active users 
of Web 2.0 to access as well as to contribute. This is due to the satisfaction obtained 
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when colleagues benefit from their contributions, as one argued: “If [web 2.0] 
discoverability wasn’t important, you’d write in a diary that you keep under your bed 
that no one would ever find”(In6). 
4.2.4.6 Transparency  
Transparency is the visibility of Web 2.0 users’ generated content and their 
participation. Web 2.0 is described as a “transparent area where everyone can see 
what people are saying” (In6), which could influence Web 2.0 adoption positively 
and negatively for some employees. Web 2.0 transparency enhances trusting its 
content, and hence motivates its passive adoption, as noted by In17:  
The quality of the content by nature; as it’s against your name I think it’s 
more likely to be good... because it’s there for everybody to see (In17). 
For other employees, transparency  challenges some employees to actively adopt 
Web 2.0: “the biggest thing is you want to make sure that your information is right 
because ... you don’t want to look like a fool” (In2). 
4.2.4.7 Web 2.0 Tool Types  
The various types of Web 2.0 tools, such as wikis, blogs and micro-blogs, are 
different in terms of purposes, usefulness and usability. For example, a micro-blog is 
a “hundred and forty characters [tool]” (In4) used for “status update” (In18), 
whereas blogs are used to “write a blog post” (In13) to share and discuss ideas.  
Web 2.0 tools are different in their relevance to daily work activities: In11 
commented that for herself in particular, “Web 2.0 has stuff that [she does] every day 
... [but] wiki is just storing information” (In11). Therefore, the “usefulness” of 
different Web 2.0 tools varies, as noted in another case: “Yammer’s value is not seen 
... this is why they’re not picking it up. Whereas the wiki is more um, it’s more ... it’s 
more useful in our context” (In1). 
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Also, the time required to use Web 2.0 tools varies, as is clear from a 
discussion around adopting wiki for knowledge such as: “For the wiki, time can be 
an issue, but not for the others. So if you don’t have much time in the day, writing a 
wiki article, you might consider it to be less important. So you might just not do it” 
(In10).  
The “ease of use” influence on adoption is moderated by the “Web 2.0 type”, 
as suggested by more than one third of the participants: Web 2.0 is “easy to use 
generally speaking” (In19), but some Web 2.0 tools such as “wiki need [to be] 
easier” (In19). 
In summary, seven Web 2.0 technological attributes have been identified and 
discussed. They influence Web 2.0 adoption in different ways with respect to the 
strength, immediacy and condition of the influence; the adoption type; and whether 
they are motivators or hindrances. Moreover, some issues influence the adoption of 
Web 2.0 indirectly by influencing other issues such as technical compatibility. 
Having Web 2.0 compatible with other IT systems would make it easy to use, hence 
encouraging its adoption. 
4.2.5 Relevance of Web 2.0 
The pertinent use of Web 2.0 by employees within organisations was found to 
be critical in the adoption process. The degree of relevance in Web 2.0 adoption 
varies from case to case according to the benefits of using Web 2.0, employees’ need 
of Web2.0 content, and the alignment between Web 2.0 and work tasks. Therefore, 
the “Relevance of Web 2.0” theme can be classified into sub-themes: (1) Web 2.0 
usefulness, (2) need for Web 2.0 content, and (3) work-Web 2.0 fit. The following 
explains each sub-theme, showing how they influence Web 2.0 adoption. 
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4.2.5.1 Web 2.0 Usefulness 
Usefulness refers to Web 2.0 being a beneficial technology for use within 
organisations. Participants in this study identified many benefits, such as increasing 
employees’ awareness, exchanging knowledge and enhancing collaboration, which 
motivate the adoption of Web 2.0, as noted: 
You find something very inspiring and informative and educational then you 
say well if that’s helpful for me I should use it more often (In14). 
This study found three issues relating to the usefulness of Web 2.0 that shape 
its influence on the adoption of Web 2.0. The first is “long-term usefulness”. 
Sometimes Web 2.0 usefulness is seen only after a long time and this hinders its 
adoption: one of the participants commented, “Wiki has got that sort of long term 
usefulness that makes it less engaging” (In11). 
Secondly, Web 2.0 usefulness can be a “soft benefit”. Some Web 2.0 tools 
provide only soft benefits such as “exchanging expertise” (In17) and “connecting 
with colleagues” (In13). Although this type of usefulness could motivate adopting 
Web 2.0, it “may not be about direct business value” (In6) from a management point 
of view. Thus, in some organisations Web 2.0 adoption is not encouraged. Yet a 
better appreciation of the soft benefits was found within other organisations, but as a 
second priority, as noted by In6: 
While it’s encouraged any of [Web 2.0 use] to increase the capital of the 
business asset ... the priority is to do the work, secondarily to creating some 
knowledge and recording it properly (In6). 
In fact, more than one-third of the participants believe that if using Web 2.0 is 
limited to providing soft benefits, adopting Web 2.0 tools such as wikis and blogs 
“don’t get the priority” (In8). 
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The last issue of Web 2.0 usefulness was found to be its changing nature. The 
study participants noted that the “sense of usefulness [of Web 2.0] changes over 
time” (In5), and takes three forms: increasing, decreasing and inconsistent. First, and 
typically, as mentioned by participants, Web 2.0 tools’ “usefulness wasn’t always 
seen to be absolute in the beginning” (In5). So the “increasing” nature of web 2.0 
usefulness motives its gradual adoption. Secondly, when Web 2.0 tools such as wiki 
are implemented for learning and training, usefulness is recognised as occurring 
within a specific period of time. Therefore, Web 2.0 value starts decreasing at the 
end of this period, hence decreasing its adoption. As a participant In19 noted: 
We have new staff coming on board; we show them: “here are the things you 
look at, how you follow the procedure, the steps on how to do it. Once you get 
familiar those procedures you can do it without looking at the wiki” (In19). 
Thirdly, Web 2.0 usefulness is appreciated “inconsistently” by employees: as 
one of the participants stated, “people are appreciating its usefulness now but that 
keeps changing” (In8). Issues such as the amount of time available to employees and 
the priority given to Web 2.0 create inconsistency in Web 2.0 usefulness, enhancing 
or retarding its adoption over time. 
In summary, usefulness is a crucial influence on Web 2.0 adoption. It 
motivates adoption when the benefits are tangible. The intangible benefits of Web 
2.0 can also be a motivator when it has a high priority in organisations. Moreover, 
there are issues that limit the positive influence of usefulness, including employees’ 
time, Web 2.0 priority and Web 2.0 long-term benefits. 
4.2.5.2 Need and Interest in Web 2.0 Content 
Web 2.0 content refers to user generated content on Web 2.0, such as status 
updates, blog posts and wiki pages. As noted by many participants, the “need for 
Web 2.0 content” influences Web 2.0 adoption according to the relevance of Web 
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2.0 content to daily business activities. Whilst some Web 2.0 tools contain “stuff that 
... helps [employees] work every day [to] run smoother” (In11), for other tools, “you 
can  read them once and [you] know them” (In12). So the need for Web 2.0 content 
can motivate or hinder employees’ adoption of Web 2.0, especially passive adoption 
as many participants reported phrases like “you can read” (In12) and “things you 
look at” (In19). 
Also, employees’ interest in Web 2.0 content suggests its relevance to them, 
which could influence passive as well as active adoption. As noted, for example, by 
one of the participants, “Sometimes you find a lot of information which you may not 
really find appealing to you” (In14), and as a consequence “nobody was reading it” 
(In17). Also, this dimension influences employees’ active adoption of Web 2.0, as 
In2 stated:  
If it was something that I had interest in or I also thought I could add value to 
it, I’d definitely comment on it (In2). 
According to the interview participants, the distinction between employees’ roles and 
the absence of a community of interest creates employees’ lack of interest in Web 2.0 
content. As one of the participant said: “Personally I don’t use it because I don’t 
really come across that many in depth technical issues” (In14). 
4.2.5.3 Work-Web 2.0-fit 
Web 2.0 fitting in with work tasks refers to the extent to which using Web 2.0 
is compatible with key business activities. It was found that employees value and 
engage with Web 2.0 more when it is aligned with key business activities because 
they perceive it as more relevant. As presented in a previous section, Web 2.0 can be 
used for social or soft purposes as well as for enabling core business activities. For 
example, In16 compared those Web 2.0 usages: 
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I think the value we’ve got with Ozone that other tools don’t have is the 
amount that you can integrate it into your business processes (In16). 
Half of the participants believe that the “adoption [of web 2.0] comes down to 
the type of work activities and the ability to incorporate Web 2.0 in doing those 
activities” (In3). Incorporating Web 2.0 within “core business processes makes it 
ultimately valuable” (In16), and this encourages employees to adopt it. So, 
incorporating Web 2.0 with work activities makes it more relevant as well as 
enhancing its value and adoption. 
In summary, the relevance of Web 2.0 is an important theme in the process of 
Web 2.0 adoption. Web 2.0 becomes relevant to employees if it has important 
content. Also, employees recognise and appreciate that Web 2.0 benefits make such 
technology valuable and relevant. Sometimes Web 2.0 becomes even more relevant 
when it provides direct business value to the business because of its compatibility 
with key business activities. Therefore, the relevance of Web 2.0 is a central issue in 
the adoption of and association with Web 2.0 content, Work-Web 2.0 fit and Web 
2.0 benefits. 
4.2.6 Maturity 
 Maturity is the state of Web 2.0 for being perfectly developed in terms of its 
content and participation. In this study two sub-themes were identified that related to 
Web 2.0 maturity: the richness of Web 2.0 content, and employees’ participation. 
The maturity of Web 2.0 should grow over time, but as quickly as possible to 
motivate employees’ adoption of such technology. Critical mass and the richness of 
Web 2.0 content result in enhancing Web 2.0 maturity. 
Web 2.0 critical mass refers to a level of Web 2.0 use that is sufficient to be 
self-sustaining. It was found that, for employees other than “Web 2.0 enthusiasts”, 
  
Findings 117 
reaching a Web 2.0 critical mass increases Web 2.0 usefulness, hence motivating its 
adoption. 
As noted by half of the participants, Web 2.0 involves participatory tools, and 
“the more people using the same tool, the more value is in this tool” (In16). So 
reaching the critical mass of using Web 2.0 makes it more useful because “there’d 
just be more wealth of knowledge” (In2), which then motivates and perpetuates Web 
2.0 adoption. However, critical mass does not influence one type of employee, 
namely the Web 2.0 enthusiast. As noted: “I would like to start using it very early” 
(In11) to be “the driver of the critical mass” (In6). 
Unfortunately, reaching the critical mass is challenging, as participants 
reported that Web 2.0 “takes a lot of time to actually get the right amount of people 
to get the amount of responses that you need to continue to propel the 
initiative”(In6). Consequently, employees do not appreciate the value of Web 2.0 
tools and they “stop using it” (In18). For example: 
Like with the wiki example, there really was just no critical mass at all so that 
died quite quickly (In5). 
Consequently, the richness of Web 2.0 content faces some challenges as Web 
2.0 takes time to “become more organic” (In11). As a result, employees are not 
motivated to passively use Web 2.0, as noted:  
[Web 2.0] uptake is still getting there because all the content is not there yet 
(In8). 
In summary, Web 2.0 maturity encourages and perpetuates the adoption of 
Web 2.0. When Web 2.0 content and participation are rich and relevant, the value of 
Web 2.0 increases, hence employees are motivated to adopt it. 
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4.2.7 Organisational support 
Employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 to benefit enterprises and to provide business 
value needs organisational support. Organisational support encourages and facilitates 
its smooth adoption. Such support can be provided by management and colleagues in 
several forms: developing a Web 2.0 strategy, providing required resources for such 
training, recognising and encouraging adopters, and involving managers in the 
adoption. Therefore, the “Organisational Support” theme is divided into the 
following sub-themes: (1) Web 2.0 Strategy, (2) Training, (3) Gratitude or 
Recognition, and (4) Management Role. The following section explains the sub-
themes, showing their individual influences on the adoption of Web 2.0. 
4.2.7.1 Web 2.0 Strategy 
Unlike online social network adoption, Enterprise 2.0 adoption requires an 
extra push through an official implementation by organisations. When Web 2.0 is 
endorsed and supported by management, employees are motivated to adopt it, as 
indicated by participants. For example:   
Last year the board and the senior leaders ... launched a couple of [Web 2.0] 
initiatives ... [such as] Ideas which was a way to give a voice to general 
employees ..., and there has been success in that regard (In3). 
Developing Web 2.0 strategies involves planning Web 2.0 implementation, securing 
resources and guiding the adoption. This prevents employees from perceiving Web 
2.0 as “an added thing to do” (In1) or its being used by only a “few people [who] 
are really passionate about it” (In13). 
Defining the objective of Web 2.0 implementation is essential when 
developing a Web 2.0 strategy. The interview participants noted that not all Web 2.0 
technologies that are implemented have predefined objectives For example one 
participant said: 
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The wiki was introduced as a mechanism to distribute reports, also 
knowledge share around those reports... but Yammer [micro-blogging] was 
started by some people, and I’m not sure of the motivation behind it (In1). 
Although in In1’s company the wiki was adopted more successfully than the micro-
blogging platform, in another company the opposite happened. The cause of wiki 
failure in this company is that “Wiki was never really thought of to be included in the 
company and only a handful of employees started to look into it but ... it did drop 
off” (In5). 
Another important element in the strategy is Web 2.0 policy, a set of principles 
that guide adopting Web 2.0 according to organisational perspectives. In general, the 
interview participants value Web 2.0 policy, because it “gives people guidelines on 
how to use social media tools, what you can share, what you should not share” 
(In14). Web 2.0 policy influences the adoption directly, by for example, making 
employees comfortable with adopting Web 2.0; however, it also influence adoption 
in relation to Web 2.0 content, as shown by In1: 
What people put up there will be honest and truthful and professional and 
abide by the corporate policy on that which sits above our wiki (In1). 
The three identified policy components -  “Web 2.0 mandatory levels”, “Web 
2.0 eligible users” and “Web 2.0 social use” - further explain how Web 2.0 policy 
could influence adopting Web 2.0.  
The phrase “Web 2.0 mandatory levels” refers to whether adopting Web 2.0 
will be obligatory or optional. Having employees who “don’t want things like this to 
be forced upon [them]” (In5), may negatively affect the quality of adoption in terms 
of how frequent, active or collaborative the adoption is. It may also reduce the 
benefits of adopting Web 2.0.: “if [Web 2.0] is just going to be something I force 
myself to do, it has no benefit” (In3). However, in other cases Web 2.0 is left “for 
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people to contribute when they needed to” (In6), and because it “hasn’t been 
enforced ... adoption hasn’t been tight” (In2). Therefore, “Employees still need to 
feel that it has some sort of support” (In3), but without enforcement. 
Moreover, as noted by a few participants, some organisations identify “Web 
2.0 eligible users”. So there is a restriction on who uses some Web 2.0 tools, such as 
blogs. For example one participant, when asked about his adoption of corporate 
blogging, responded: “there is no blog [for anyone], it’s just certain people who 
have [it]” (In14). Consequently, employees believe that Web 2.0 is less relevant, as 
noted here: “I'm not a CFO so it’s not intended for me” (In8). 
Lastly, Web 2.0 has a social nature that facilitates employees’ connections and 
communication. Therefore, employees are concerned about “Web 2.0 social use” and 
what is acceptable; and Web 2.0 policy “gives people guidelines on how to use social 
media tools” (In14). 
The last essential point in a Web 2.0 strategy is the stewardship of Web 2.0 
adoption. Due to the challenges of Web 2.0 adoption (introduced earlier), almost half 
the participants noted that Web 2.0 champions should steward this adoption: 
putting in, defining and making transparent a champion individual or 
individuals to really promote the use of the Web2.0 (In1). 
Stewardship is the role of employees “who can see the value of it ... talk about how 
wonderful it is” (In17) and who “look after the platform both from a technology and 
people change perspective” (In16). This role should be continued in order to sustain 
employees’ motivation. As one of the participants said, “When we had a Web 2.0 
champion, we had quite a good adoption; as soon as we stopped that being a 
person’s role, [some web 2.0] died” (In1). 
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 In summary, a Web 2.0 strategy is critical in the adoption process. Having 
Web 2.0 strategies means an official endorsement of Web 2.0 as well as management 
support; this guarantees planning Web 2.0 implementation, securing resources and 
guiding the adoption. This in turn encourages adopting Web 2.0. A Web 2.0 strategy 
influences its adoption directly or indirectly via other adoption issues such as 
“Usefulness” and “Web 2.0 content”. Discussions concerning Web 2.0 strategy 
identified issues for consideration, both in the early stage and continuously, to 
encourage and sustain employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. 
4.2.7.2 Training 
Training includes any formal or informal way of teaching employees the 
concepts of Web 2.0 technologies and the practical skills to use them. In this study, 
training was not found to be a critical adoption issue but it could motivate some 
employees in some cases. 
Most participants do not need training to use Web 2.0: “training ... doesn’t 
motivate me at all” (In13) is one example of a participant response regarding the 
need for training to motivate Web 2.0 adoption. Yet they indicated that some 
colleagues need Web 2.0 training, as one participant stated: 
No matter how intuitive and easy to use and all the rest of it, some people still 
struggle with new things and need someone just holding their hand for the 
first time or second time (In1). 
As presented under Web 2.0 technological attributes, Web 2.0 tools vary in 
their ease of use, and wiki technology is the most difficult Web 2.0 technology to 
use. Therefore, providing training on how to use wiki would motivate its adoption. 
Also, training for older employees is a necessity, as one participant has noted: 
In this [organisation] again quite old employees ... you do need to train those 
people to get them comfortable and that’s what we did with Yammer (In17). 
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In summary, providing training could motivate the adoption of Web 2.0 in 
situations where Web 2.0 is a complex tool to use or when there is a group of older 
employees who are not familiar with Web 2.0. Therefore, organisations should 
consider providing as much training as employees require. 
4.2.7.3 Gratitude or Recognition 
Gratitude or recognition refers to intangible rewards such as colleagues’ and 
managers’ appreciation for Web 2.0 active users. According to the study participants, 
gratitude and recognition motivate continuing the active adoption of Web 2.0.  
Whilst many participants hold negative attitudes towards incentives, such as “I 
don’t think [incentives] would necessarily be a good thing” (In11), they expect 
“some acknowledgement ... [as] Web 2.0 technology would demonstrate that they 
are proactive and support the firm” (In1). It is considered that “colleague 
appreciation” (In3) and “firm recognition for employees’ ideas” (In18) are 
important forms of gratitude which motivate the active adoption of Web 2.0, as 
noted: 
I think being able to acknowledge someone for contributing on Web 2.0 or for 
outstanding achievement is part of the reason why some people use it (In4). 
In contrast, “When someone continually contributes content to a wiki or a blog 
and no comments are made or the individual isn’t mentioned then the contributions 
will stop” (In6). 
In summary, employees who are active adopters of Web 2.0 like to be seen as 
important members within their organisation and to be valued for their contributions 
on Web 2.0. For this reason, gratitude and recognition are very important motivating 
issues encouraging those proactive employees to continue using Web 2.0 actively. 
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4.2.7.4 Management Role 
Management is a critical part of Web 2.0 initiatives. As the interview 
participants noted, managers influence the adoption of Web 2.0 in two ways: 
motivating and hindering. Firstly, managers support Web 2.0 adoption by engaging 
with employees about it, as suggested: “If managers have conversations with 
employees on Web 2.0 and breaking down that organisation structure enhances 
employees’ adoption” (In17). In addition, managers support Web 2.0 adoption by 
leading in using such technology, as noted: 
When managers themselves adopt Web 2.0, this is [considered] a strong 
signal to the employees. So as employees see their managers endorse it and 
are serious and that will influence employees’ adoption of web 2.0 (In13). 
However, many participants reported managers’ concerns about Web 2.0, such 
as “[employees] spending all their time socialising” (In16) or “misusing Web 2.0 
and mucking around” (In17). Consequently, there is a lack of management support 
of Web 2.0, which hinders its adoption, such as what happened to a micro-blogging 
platform, which “died because it’s not [supported] by the company” (In13). 
4.2.8 Organisational practice 
Employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 is associated with how organisations operate 
as well as with their organisational values. Organisations have different 
organisational practices. Therefore, employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 varies from one 
organisation to another. Three practices were found to influence Web 2.0 adoption 
namely: the business model, the nature of the workforce, and the Web 2.0 
organisational culture. These three sub-themes are presented below. 
4.2.8.1 Business model 
The business model shows how organisations operate in doing their business. 
Organisations, and business units within one organisation, have different business 
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activities; therefore Web 2.0 usages and employees’ Web 2.0 engagement levels vary 
accordingly. The business model is found to influence employees’ need for and 
choice of Web 2.0 technologies. 
For example, consultancy companies’ business models are based on their 
“employees spending most of their time on another site [client site] to help in using 
solutions or providing other advice” (In13). Therefore, this type of business 
“encourages using Web 2.0 to maintain employees’ affiliation and exchanging 
knowledge or seeking help” (In5). In this context, employees are motivated to adopt 
micro-blogging more than wiki technology, as In5 added:  
I think with our organisation because we don’t do a lot of internal stuff ... I 
think that’s why the wiki that we had didn’t really take off (In5). 
Other businesses such as finance, which deal with taxation compliance and 
wealth, do not require employees’ collaboration. Consequently Web 2.0 adoption is 
not a priority for them, as In8 reveals: 
Our business does not rely much on sharing and discussion and two way 
communications among employees and this is why there is humble adoption 
of Web 2.0 within our company (In8). 
So organisations’ business models influence employees’ usages and engagement 
levels with Web 2.0. Additionally, these business models influence employees’ needs 
and then their decisions to use specific Web 2.0 tools. 
4.2.8.2 The nature of the workforce 
There are two workforce issues which could influence employees’ adoption 
and engagement levels negatively or positively. The first one is the distributed 
workforce, where employees are based at different geographical locations. 
Organisations implement Web 2.0 technologies because of their ability to connect 
the distributed workforce, retain it, and facilitate communication, knowledge sharing 
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and collaboration. In13 outlined organisational drivers to implement a Web 2.0 
solution in the following comment: 
We have a lot of consultants in my position who are out in the field ... [so] we 
built our own solutions to try and encourage communication, ongoing 
knowledge sharing between consultants (In13). 
Other employees use Web 2.0 for real-time collaboration: as one of the 
participant said, “our directors live in Sydney; that motivates using Google docs for 
[developing] our meeting minutes and lots of other documents collaboratively” 
(In11). Therefore, it was found that, when employees within a distributed workforce 
need to bridge the geographical divide, they are motivated to adopt Web 2.0. 
Second is the synergy of roles among employees. The similarity between 
employees’ roles within a business unit increases the chances of collaboration among 
them; accordingly they are motivated to adopt Web 2.0. In10 and his colleagues’ 
case has “six employees in the office and basically [they] have slightly different roles 
but [they’re] all across the same business activities” (In10). Therefore they are 
motivated to engage more with Web 2.0. On the other hand, employees’ engagement 
with Web 2.0 can be influenced negatively when employees’ roles are not 
comparable, as noted:  
I only probably comment maybe once a fortnight ... that’s probably just 
because my role is quite different to most people in the group. Whereas I'm 
more of an application developer, most people are business analysts (In2). 
4.2.8.3 Organisational Culture 
Every organisation has shared customs and beliefs. If organisations support a 
Web 2.0 organisational culture, as identified by many participants, Web 2.0 adoption 
is encouraged. This study proposes that a Web 2.0 organisational culture involves 
three values; knowledge sharing, employees’ empowerment, and collaboration. 
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Discussion of how these three organisational values motivate the active adoption of 
Web 2.0 follows. 
Knowledge Sharing 
There are organisations where sharing becomes a norm: “if [employees] don’t 
share information [they] can’t get anywhere” (In14). This leads to employee 
engagement with Web 2.0 technologies. In contrast, as one of the participants said, 
our “[knowledge] sharing culture is one of the hurdles in our company and this is 
why not many employees are open to share their knowledge.” (In17). Therefore, as 
noted by two-thirds of the participants, organisations “should appreciate and support 
employees to share their knowledge ... respect other points of views and endorse 
knowledge sharing” (In1); this would motivate employees to be more open and to 
share their knowledge using Web 2.0 technologies. 
Employees’ Empowerment 
Empowering employees is an important organisational value. If employees feel 
empowered to voice their opinions, they will be motivated to actively adopt Web 2.0 
and vice versa. While there are companies which are “influenced quite significantly 
by [employees] bringing ideas to the table” (In12), a number of participants stated 
that “culturally we’re not there yet” (In1). One of the participants described how 
being less empowered affected the active adoption of Web 2.0: 
with the Web 2.0 used for Ideas, I'm not going to go there and point out the 
faults in one of the manager’s ideas because you’ve got to watch what you 
say (In3). 
Interestingly, participants who work in small companies feel more empowered and 
therefore are more engaged with Web 2.0, as for example: 
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The way our company works is if you find a current process that’s not very 
good but you’ve found a better way to do it, you can make a change, by going 
to the wiki and saying... here’s a new process (In19). 
Collaboration 
Web 2.0 culture is about collaboration; if collaboration is embraced by 
management and employees, the active adoption of Web 2.0 is encouraged. Whilst 
Web 2.0 is about interacting and collaborating to create organisational content, some 
organisations resist Web 2.0 because “[they] have been trying to control the 
information flows for years” (In5). The collaborative use of Web 2.0 is “a hurdle to 
get over by cultural change” (In17) unless management believes in an “open 
environment”, instead of “controlling information”, and trusts employees in this open 
environment. 
Moreover, employees’ acceptance to think, work and create content 
collaboratively in groups motivates their active use of Web 2.0. Some companies 
attempt to embrace a collaborative culture, as noted by one of the participants: 
We try to have a culture where we’re open minded, no one is always right, we 
work together for the common thing ... So it is a motivator (In19).  
However, within other organisations “a lot of people hold onto stuff” (In17) or 
“if someone deletes and edits [someone else’s] wiki articles, it becomes a personal 
thing” (In4). 
In summary, a supportive culture for employees to feel empowered, to 
collaborate with colleagues and to share knowledge is critical; however, it is lacking 
in some organisations. If organisations have such a supportive culture, employees are 
motivated to engage with Web 2.0 actively and to generate its content. 
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4.3 Conclusion 
The findings presented in this chapter explored employees’ adoption of Web 
2.0 within organisations. In particular, this chapter described the general 
characteristics of Enterprise 2.0 adoption. The adoption of Web 2.0 in organisational 
contexts was found to be challenging, to have a number of engagement levels, to be 
business as well as socially oriented, and to occur and change over time due to the 
influence of interrelated issues.  
In addition, this chapter illustrated the issues that influence employees to adopt 
Web 2.0. These adoption issues are extensively discussed under the eight major 
adoption themes: People Traits, Social Influence, Trust, Technological Attributes, 
Relevance of Web 2.0, Web 2.0 Maturity, Organisational Support, and 
Organisational Practice. These adoption themes are categorised into three broad 
categories: individual, context and innovation. The following chapter will present the 
Model of Employees’ Adoption of Enterprise 2.0.  
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Chapter 5 The Model of Employees’ Adoption of Web 2.0 
The previous chapter (Chapter 4) presented the findings of this study, including 
the general characteristics of Web 2.0 adoption and what influences employees to adopt 
it. This chapter summarises these findings to show how the Model of Employees’ 
Adoption of Enterprise 2.0 was derived. Figure 5.1 below shows this model as the 
theoretical outcome of this thesis. It categorises the eight adoption themes found in 
this study into three broader categories, namely: individual, innovation and context. 
It also shows how adoption influences within every category interact with each other 
as well as with influences from other categories, resulting in employees’ engagement 
with Web 2.0 to different degrees. The Model of Employees’ Adoption of Enterprise 
2.0 identifies adoption as a process that keeps changing over time, due to the 
interactions among the individual, innovation and context influences. 
 
 
 
 
Influence 
Interact 
Individual 
 
Context 
 
Innovation 
 
Enterprise Web 2.0  
Adoption 
Figure ‎5.1 The Theoretical Model Resulted From This Thesis 
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In Section 5.1 a detailed discussion of the adoption themes identified in the 
findings chapter is presented. This discussion highlights how the identified adoption 
issues influence employees’ adoption. Section 5.2 shows the interrelations among the 
major adoption issues. In Section 5.3, the adoption issues are further categorised under 
three broad categories. Combining the discussion in Section 5.1 and Section 5.2 helps to 
construct the Model of Employees’ Adoption of Enterprise 2.0 which is presented in 
Section 5.3. Section 5.4 concludes the chapter. 
5.1 Enterprise 2.0 Adoption themes 
The adoption of Web 2.0 technologies by employees within organisations is a 
complex phenomenon which is influenced by the interaction of many issues. The 
adoption issues found in this study are represented in eight themes: People Traits, 
Social Influence, Trust, Technological Attributes, Relevance of Web 2.0, Web 2.0 
Maturity, Organisational Support, and Organisational Practice, as presented below. 
Table ‎5.1 Summary of Enterprise 2.0 Adoption Themes and Sub-themes 
Summary of Enterprise 2.0 Adoption Themes and Sub-themes 
Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
themes 
Sub-themes 
Individuals’ 
Characteristics 
Demographic and Personality Characteristic 
Social Influence Group norm, Employees’ image, Corporate Networking and Web 2.0 
Communities 
Trust Trusting Colleagues’ Honesty and Trusting Colleagues’ Capability 
Technological Web 2.0 
Characteristics 
Friendliness, Reliability, Mobility, Technical Compatibility, 
Discoverability, Transparency and Web 2.0 type 
Relevance of Web 2.0 Web 2.0 Usefulness, Need for Web 2.0 Content and Work Web 2.0 Fit 
Web 2.0 Maturity 
 
Richness of Web 2.0 Content and Critical Mass 
Organisational Support 
 
Web 2.0 Strategy, Training, Gratitude or Recognition and Management 
Role 
Organisational Practice 
 
Business Model, Nature of Workforce and Organisational Web 2.0 
Culture 
 
  
The Model of Employees’ Adoption of Web 2.0 131 
The eight adoption themes identified in this study and how they influence 
adoption are discussed below. The discussion is combined with a number of tables to 
summarise the influences on employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. In addition, those 
tables show how the adoption issues influence adoption in terms of motivation, 
hindrance and level of engagement (active/passive, frequent/less frequent, 
collaborative/non collaborative) as well as showing links to related adoption issues. 
5.1.1 People Traits 
This theme, people traits, includes two major sub-themes: demographic and 
personality traits which were found to be important influences on the adoption of 
Web 2.0. How people traits influence the adoption of Web 2.0 is summarised in the 
following table (Table 5.2). 
Table ‎5.2 The Influence of People Traits on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
The Influence of People Traits on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Demographics (Theme 1: People Traits) 
Age   X   X   
Years of 
service 
 X X     
Desire to learn 
Job role X  X  X X  
Web 2.0 
enthusiasm 
Personality (Theme 1: People Traits)  
Confidence X X X  X   Capability 
Openness to 
sharing 
knowledge 
X  X     
 
Web 2.0 
enthusiasm 
X  X     
 
Desire to learn  X X     
Years of 
service 
Capability X  X  X    
Sense of 
ownership 
X  X     
 
Passion for 
writing 
X  X     
Web 2.0 type 
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This research found that demographics influence employees’ adoption speed as 
well as their level of engagement with Web 2.0. The study found that younger 
employees are early adopters of Web 2.0; using social networking has become a 
routine part of their personal life, their normal way of communication. So, young 
employees are essential enablers of the adoption of Web 2.0. 
Another demographic influence found in this study is years of service, 
particularly when Web 2.0 is implemented for knowledge sharing. The results of this 
study explain that employees with a low number of years of service, including both 
recent graduates and non-recent graduates, are very motivated to passively adopt 
Web 2.0 and to learn about work and work processes. Yet over time, and as 
employees’ experience and knowledge about work increase, they find that using Web 
2.0 for learning or training is less useful. 
Job role is the last demographic influence found in this study. Employees with 
an operational role adopt Web 2.0 more than managers. Also, some types of 
profession such as accountancy might not be encouraged to adopt Web 2.0. 
Accountants, at least in this study, tended to be less open to sharing and collaboration 
because they deal with sensitive information, so they perceive Web 2.0 as an 
irrelevant technology for their jobs. 
Employees’ propensity and confidence to share their knowledge are important 
influences on Web 2.0 adoption. This research showed that employees who are open 
to sharing knowledge are more motivated to actively adopt Web 2.0. Confidence 
refers to employees believing in the quality of their knowledge and writing skills, as 
well as in the value of their contribution. Due to the nature of Web 2.0 as a 
transparent technology, less confident employees are concerned about participating. 
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On the other hand, feeling less confident could motivate employees’ passive 
adoption as they are encouraged to access Web 2.0 content for self-improvement. 
The study also shows that Web 2.0 enthusiasts are early adopters who 
influence or motivate other employees’ adoption. Another trait that influences 
employees’ adoption is a desire to learn. This was found to be a motivator that 
influences employees’ passive adoption of Web 2.0.  
A further personal trait is capability. If individual employees have the ability to 
share and create Web 2.0 content, this motivates the active adoption of Web 2.0. 
Participants identified three necessary abilities: Web 2.0 writing style, expressing 
ideas, and categorising Web 2.0 content. A sense of ownership encourages 
employees’ active adoption of Web 2.0. Ownership is the sense of belonging that 
individuals feel for their organisation and its future. The last personal trait found in 
this study is passion for writing which motivates employees to frequently create and 
maintain Web 2.0 content. In particular, it encourages the adoption of Web 2.0 
authoring tools such as blogs or wiki. 
5.1.2 Social Influence 
Social influence is the employees’ influence on each other to shape their 
attitudes or actions in relation to adopting Web 2.0. It was found that such influences 
can either motivate or hinder Web 2.0 adoption. Due to its association with the 
relevance and maturity of Web 2.0, social influences help in enhancing Web 2.0 
usefulness and in sustaining it. Social influence includes four sub-themes: group 
norms, employees’ image, corporate networking and Web 2.0 communities as Table 
5.3 summarises. 
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Table ‎5.3 The influence of Social influence on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
The influence of Social influence on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor 
Adop. 
Web 2.0 Communities (Theme 2: Social Influence) 
Web 2.0 
Communities 
X X X X    
Critical mass,  
Web 2.0 content 
Social Influence (Theme 2: Social Influence) 
Group norm X  X  X X   
Employees’ 
image 
X    X   Confidence 
Corporate 
networking 
  X      
 
Enterprise Web 2.0 is a social technology located in the workplace which is a 
social setting. Therefore, as the current study found, employees’ opinions or 
behaviours in relation to adopting Web 2.0 are affected by social influences. The 
association of social influence with the relevance and maturity of Web 2.0 helps in 
enhancing Web 2.0 usefulness. The four forms of social influence – Web 2.0 
community, group norms, image, and corporate networking – can play either a 
positive role or a negative role in the adoption of Web 2.0. 
This study revealed that Web 2.0 communities are a vital part of Enterprise 2.0. 
They encourage homogeneous environments which also enable employees to socially 
connect, participate and contribute content, resulting in the maturing of Web 2.0. 
Yet, the current research found a lack of communities in organisational contexts. 
Therefore, management needs to pay attention to the development of communities of 
practice in which employees share similar specialties and where they could 
collaborate on work activities. 
Additionally, the current study found that group norms have an influence on 
the individual adoption of Web 2.0. Employees become motivated to adopt Web 2.0 
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if the mainstream adopts it. This is because employees feel social pressure to be part 
of such a social system and behave accordingly. The social influence of image refers 
to how one is viewed by others when using a particular technology. Image can both 
motivate and hinder employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. Some employees are 
concerned about damaging their image or reputation while actively adopting Web 
2.0. However, there are other employees who perceive Web 2.0 as a valuable tool for 
enhancing their reputation or image by showing their competency. 
Corporate networking is an important benefit employees try to gain via Web 
2.0. The current study indicates that information benefits, career enhancement and 
having somewhere to request help are important positives derived from networking 
with colleagues. Increasing employees’ awareness about colleagues and their work 
and personal updates are other important benefits. This in turn motivates employees 
to use Web 2.0 to facilitate corporate networking. 
5.1.3 Trust 
In this study, trust refers to individual employee confidence in colleagues and 
their contributions on Web 2.0. More specifically, trust includes trusting colleagues’ 
honesty and capability. It is found that trust motivates employees’ adoption of Web 
2.0 to read content; this is due to the inherent level of trust in the workplace as well 
as the transparent nature of Web 2.0. The following table (Table 5.4) summarises 
how trust influences the adoption of Web 2.0. 
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Table ‎5.4 The Influence of Trust on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
The Influence of Trust on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor 
Adop. 
Trust (Theme 3: Trust) 
Trusting 
colleagues’ 
honesty 
 X      
Transparency, 
Web 2.0 
communities 
Trusting 
colleagues’ 
capability 
 X      
Transparency, 
Web 2.0 
communities 
 
5.1.4 Technological Attributes 
This study found seven technological attributes that influence employees’ 
adoption of Web 2.0: user-friendliness, reliability, mobility, technical compatibility, 
discoverability, transparency, and Web 2.0 type. These attributes influence Web 2.0 
adoption in different ways with respect to the strength, immediacy and condition of 
the influence; the kinds of engagement; and whether they are motivators or 
hindrances. Moreover, some issues influence the adoption of Web 2.0 indirectly by 
influencing other issues as is summarised in the following table (Table 5.5). 
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Table ‎5.5 The Influence of Technological Attributes on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
The Influence of Technological Attributes on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor 
Adop. 
Web 2.0 Technological Attributes (Theme 3: Technological Attributes) 
User-
friendliness 
  X     
 
Reliability   X   X  
Work-Web 2.0 
fit 
Mobility  X X     
Employees’ 
time,  
Nature of 
workforce  
Technical 
compatibility 
  X     
Ease of use, 
Usefulness 
Discoverability X X       
Transparency  X   X   Confidence 
Web 2.0 type X X X  X X  
Work-Web 2.0 
fit, Employees’ 
time,  
Ease of use 
 
The seven identified Web 2.0 attributes could influence employees’ adoption. 
The current research confirms and extends previous Web 2.0 adoption studies by 
indicating that most Web 2.0 tool types are user-friendly because they have intuitive 
user interfaces, and they are easy to learn and use; these are considered to be 
important motivators. The quality or reliability of Web 2.0 tools is not an adoption 
issue unless Web 2.0 is critical for performing everyday work processes.  
The mobility of Web 2.0 motivates only the passive adoption of Web 2.0 where 
employees mostly read content, because of the limited capabilities of mobile devices 
for writing blog posts or wiki articles. This technological attribute makes Web 2.0 
more valuable for employees as it overcomes the challenges of time and 
geographical location. The technical compatibility or integration of Web 2.0 with 
enterprise systems is an important feature. It makes using Web 2.0 easier and more 
useful. 
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The discoverability of Web 2.0 makes content and individuals visible and easy 
to find. This motivates employees to be more connected with content, updates and 
colleagues’ participation. In relation to the value of Web 2.0 content, employee 
adoption would be discouraged if the content cannot be found easily. Also content 
contributors, who write for audiences, will stop adopting such technology if their 
contributions cannot be seen by colleagues. 
Web 2.0 has a transparency which enhances employees’ trust of Web 2.0 
content, motivating the passive adoption of Web 2.0 where employees obtain 
knowledge and new updates. However, this could hold some employees back from 
contributing their thoughts and ideas, protecting their image from making mistakes 
that are visible to all. 
Various types of Web 2.0 tools have different purposes and functionalities. 
Knowing Web 2.0 types, purposes and their attributes would assist in overcoming 
any negative influences as well as strengthening positive influences. For example, if 
there is an organisational need to use a social Web 2.0 platform to retain and enhance 
employees’ loyalty, implementing a Facebook-like enterprise system is an 
appropriate selection, possibly guaranteeing its adoption. 
5.1.5 Relevance of Web 2.0 
The relevance of Web 2.0 is an important adoption theme which can be 
classified into sub-themes: Web 2.0 usefulness, need for Web 2.0 content, and work-
Web 2.0 fit. These issues are summarised in the following table (Table 5.6). 
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Table ‎5.6 The Influence of Web 2.0 Relevance on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
The Influence of Web 2.0 Relevance on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor 
Adop. 
Work Web 2.0 Fit (Theme 5: Relevance of Web 2.0) 
Work Web 2.0 
fit 
X  X     Usefulness 
Usefulness (Theme 5: Relevance of Web 2.0) 
Long-term 
usefulness 
    X X  
 
Soft benefit X  X  X X  
Work-Web 
2.0 fit, 
Business 
model 
Usefulness 
changing 
nature 
  X   X  
Work-Web 
2.0 fit,  
Web 2.0 
content,  
Employees’ 
time 
Web 2.0 Content (Theme 5: Relevance of Web 2.0) 
The need for 
Web 2.0 
content 
 X    X  
Work-Web 
2.0 fit 
 
The degree to which technology fits with job responsibilities influences 
individual adoption of such technology.  The current study indicates that having Web 
2.0 fit with key work tasks motivates its adoption by employees. Organisations need 
to ensure compatibility between Web 2.0 and other systems and embed Web 2.0 
within work processes when possible. This integration increases the value of Web 
2.0 as it facilitates and enhances work performance. In other cases, where using Web 
2.0 might be useful generally but is not directly relevant to core business activities, 
employees may not appreciate its usefulness. These cases are using Web 2.0 for 
learning, knowledge sharing and networking, which might not seem to fit in with 
work activities. Therefore, employing strategies, such as recognising employees for 
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their contributions to Web 2.0, could overcome the challenge of adopting Web 2.0 in 
these cases. 
Employees can gain many benefits from using Web 2.0 within organisations: 
learning, collaborating, asking for help, and building relationships. Such benefits 
motivate employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. The usefulness of Web 2.0 can be long 
term and can have soft benefits. First, in terms of long-term usefulness, the findings 
show that employees cannot see the usefulness of Web 2.0 in its early 
implementation stages. Web 2.0 relies on the quality as well as the quantity of its 
content, and this takes time to be achieved. Second, Web 2.0 can provide soft 
benefits, such as knowledge sharing and connecting with colleagues. Such soft 
benefits both motivate and limit adoption, depending on the actual business model 
and whether management values soft benefits. Also, it should be noted that Web 2.0 
usefulness has a changing nature. The sense of usefulness changes over time, subject 
to issues such as employees’ time availability, as well as Web 2.0 types and its 
adoption priority within organisations. Thus the influence of usefulness changes, 
which results in changing the adoption of Web 2.0 as well. 
Web 2.0 content, including status updates, blog posts and wiki pages, could 
influence employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. Employees’ needs and interest in Web 
2.0 content suggests its relevance to them, which could influence passive as well as 
active adoption. The relevance of Web 2.0 content to daily business activities 
increases employees’ needs to adopt Web 2.0 and consume its content. 
5.1.6 Web 2.0 Maturity 
Web 2.0 maturity is an important adoption theme which refers to the level of 
Web 2.0 content richness and of employees’ level of participation. The maturity of 
Web 2.0 should grow over time, but it needs to do so as quickly as possible to 
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motivate employees’ adoption. This study found that Web 2.0 maturity sub-themes 
consist of critical mass and the richness of Web 2.0 content as Table 5.7 shows.  
Table ‎5.7 The Influence of Web 2.0 Maturity on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
The Influence of Web 2.0 Maturity on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor 
Adop. 
Critical Mass (Theme 6: Web 2.0 Maturity) 
Richness of 
Web 2.0 
content 
 X    X  
Usefulness, 
Critical mass 
Critical mass X X X     
Usefulness, 
Web 2.0 
enthusiasm 
 
Web 2.0 critical mass refers to a level of Web 2.0 use that is sufficient to be 
self-sustaining. This study indicates that reaching the critical mass in Web 2.0 
encourages and sustains employee adoption of such technology as it becomes more 
useful. Reaching a critical mass, however, is one of the most difficult challenges 
faced in adopting Web 2.0 as it is costly and time consuming.  
The quality and richness of Web 2.0 content influence employees’ adoption of 
this technology. Web 2.0 frees employees from corporate restrictions on creating, 
editing and sharing content, which is considered an advantage in a professional 
environment such as a workplace. Group moderating in the workplace, as well as 
employees’ concerns about their image, encourages employees to trust the quality of 
Web 2.0 content and be motivated to use it. Yet, the richness of Web 2.0 content can 
be an issue as employees consume content but do not contribute sufficiently. This 
discourages employees from adopting Web 2.0 due to the paucity of its content. 
Organisational support is needed to foster both active adoption and the maturity of 
Web 2.0 content, thus making Web 2.0 more useful. 
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5.1.7 Organisational support 
Organisational support encourages and facilitates the smooth adoption of Web 
2.0. Such support can be provided by management and colleagues in several forms: 
developing a Web 2.0 strategy, providing required resources for such training, 
recognising and encouraging adopters, and involving managers in the adoption. The 
following table (Table 5.8) summarises organisational support sub-themes.  
Table ‎5.8 The Influence of Organisational Support on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
The Influence of Organisational Support on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor 
Adop. 
Web 2.0 Strategy (Theme 7: Organisational Support) 
Predefining 
Web 2.0 
objective 
  X     Usefulness 
Web 2.0 
policy 
X X X X X X X 
Web 2.0 
content 
Web 2.0 
adoption 
Stewardship 
  X     Usefulness 
Training (Theme 7: Organisational Support) 
Training   X     
Age, Web 2.0 
type 
Gratitude or Recognition (Theme 7: Organisational Support) 
Gratitude or 
recognition 
X  X      
Management Role (Theme 7: Organisational Support) 
Management   X   X   
 
Some Web 2.0 implementation hurdles are the lack of employees’ awareness 
and the lack of a supportive culture, as well as the continuing amount of time needed 
to achieve Web 2.0 maturity, which affects its usefulness. Therefore, to overcome 
these hurdles, organisations need to support Web 2.0 in order for it to succeed.  
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The current study suggests that developing a Web 2.0 strategy is the first 
important action in Web 2.0 implementation. Having Web 2.0 strategies means an 
official endorsement of Web 2.0 as well as management support; this involves 
planning the implementation of Web 2.0, securing resources and guiding the 
adoption. This in turn encourages the adoption of Web 2.0 which becomes relevant, 
useful and adoptable. 
Training is a form of organisational support that can be provided to employees 
to introduce Web 2.0 concepts and the practical skills to use them. While training is a 
motivating issue, it is not a strong motivator. Employees who are older or not “tech 
savvy” might need training on how to use Web 2.0 tools such as wiki (the most 
difficult Web 2.0 tool). So providing training could motivate some employees to 
adopt the more complex Web 2.0 tools. 
Rewarding employees for their participation in Web 2.0 increases their 
adoption of such tools. The current study differentiates between tangible and 
intangible rewards. It is indicated that gratitude and recognising employees are 
motivators that continue the active adoption of Web 2.0.  
The role of management in Web 2.0 implementation is an important adoption 
influence. It can motivate employee adoption of Web 2.0 and vice versa. 
Management promoting Web 2.0 benefits, leading by example in adopting Web 2.0 
and encouraging others to do likewise motivates employees’ adoption. However, this 
study reports a lack of management support in some cases due to management 
concerns about Web 2.0; this absence of managerial support discourages employees 
from adopting Web 2.0. 
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5.1.8 Organisational practice 
Employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 is associated with how organisations operate 
and with their organisational values. Different organisations have different 
organisational practices. Therefore, employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 will vary across 
organisations. Three practices were found that influence Web 2.0 adoption: the 
business model, the nature of the workforce and Web 2.0 organisational culture. How 
organisational practice influences the adoption of Web 2.0 is summarised in the 
following table (Table 5.9). 
Table ‎5.9 The Influence of Organisational Practice on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
The Influence of Organisational Practice on Enterprise 2.0 Adoption  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop. 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor 
Adop. 
Organisational Web 2.0 Culture (Theme 8: organisational Practice) 
Knowledge 
sharing 
X  X      
Employees’ 
empowerment 
X  X     Management 
Collaboration X   X    Management 
Organisational Characteristics (Theme 8: organisational Practice) 
Business model X X X X X X X 
Web 2.0 type 
Usefulness 
Nature of the 
workforce 
X X  X X  X 
 
 
Cultural values and beliefs about knowledge sharing, employees’ 
empowerment and collaboration all enhance Web 2.0 adoption, and yet there are 
organisations that do not have a supportive culture. Therefore, to overcome these 
hurdles, organisations or management need to support Web 2.0 in order for it to 
succeed.  
Business models or work activities in some organisations motivate employees’ 
use of Web 2.0 because it is relevant. However, some employees from particular 
enterprises types, such as finance, perceive using Web 2.0 as irrelevant for reasons 
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such as information sensitivity. On the other hand, employees within enterprises with 
a business model, such as consultancy, were found to be more motivated to engage 
with Web 2.0. The workforce of such businesses is geographically distributed. 
Therefore, due to Web 2.0 connectivity and social features, employees can span the 
geographical divide and still be able to collaborate, socialise and learn from other 
colleagues.  
Another issue related to the nature of the workforce is the synergy developed 
between employees in their job roles. This synergy ensures sharing a common 
understanding and work practices among colleagues: this forms the foundation for 
collaboration. If colleagues share similar understandings, practices and beliefs, they 
become motivated to engage and be connected for social, learning and work 
purposes.  
Therefore, understanding and considering business activities, the nature of the 
workforce and Web 2.0 culture are important prior to introducing Web 2.0 to 
enterprises. This would assist in making the use of Web 2.0 relevant and in aligning 
it with work activities, and thereby enabling employees to see and appreciate its 
usefulness in their work contexts. 
5.2 Interrelations Among Enterprise 2.0 Adoption Themes 
This study found that the adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations is a 
complex phenomenon which is influenced by the interaction of many issues. These 
adoption issues are represented in the eight adoption themes discussed in the 
previous section. The following figure (Figure 5.2) represents these adoption themes 
and how they relate to each other in the adoption process and highlights the relations 
among these themes. 
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Figure 5.2 shows the complexity of the adoption process of Enterprise 2.0 
technologies. In this figure, starting with the theme Organisational Practice, it refers 
to current business activities and values, as well as the nature of the workforce. 
These organisational practices are associated with two themes: 1) Relevance of Web 
2.0, and 2) Technological Attributes. Firstly, organisational practice influences Web 
2.0 adoption via its association with perceiving the value and relevance of Web 2.0. 
Organisational practices could initially determine the relevance of adopting Web 2.0 
within the workplace, and this could either motivate or hinder adoption according to 
the degree of relevance. Secondly, the association of Organisational Practice with 
Technological Attributes recommends the appropriate Web 2.0 application to suit 
specific organisational needs. Selecting Web 2.0 according to Organisational Practice 
motivates employees’ adoption of it. 
Figure ‎5.2 Interrelations among Enterprise 2.0 adoption themes 
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Figure 5.2 shows another important theme, which is the Relevance of Web 2.0. 
It refers to the relevance of adopting Web 2.0, and its usefulness for employees 
within the workplace. The importance of this theme is based on its association with 
most of the adoption themes during the adoption process, as well as its ability to 
justify adopting Web 2.0 within the workplace. Further discussion of this theme 
takes place below, while presenting its associate with other adoption themes. 
The Technological Attributes theme refers to Web 2.0 technological 
characteristics such as compatibility, mobility, and Web 2.0 type. As noted, 
Technological Attributes has an association with Organisational Practice; 
furthermore, Technological Attributes has an association with the Relevance of Web 
2.0 theme. Web 2.0 Technological Attributes, such as compatibility and mobility, 
could enhance the relevance of Web 2.0, which motivates its adoption. For example, 
the technical compatibility of Web 2.0 suggests its applicability to work activities, 
making Web 2.0 a relevant enterprise system. Similarly, the mobility of Web 2.0 
increases the opportunity for employees to access it where and when it suits them. 
Thus, the mobility of Web 2.0 increases its usage by employees, thereby increasing 
its usefulness. 
Additionally, Figure 5.2 shows the theme People Traits, which refers to the 
adoption issues related to individual employees’ personalities and demographic 
characteristics. This theme has associations with: 1) Web 2.0 Maturity, and 2) 
Relevance of Web 2.0. Firstly, a number of People Traits, such as confidence, 
openness to sharing knowledge, and passion for writing, could enhance Web 2.0 
Maturity. Employees’ confidence, openness, and passion enrich Web 2.0 and its 
content; this motivates employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. Secondly, People Traits 
such as years of service and job role are associated with the Relevance of Web 2.0. 
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These traits influence the extent to which using Web 2.0 is useful. For example, 
employees who have managerial job roles are not encouraged to adopt Web 2.0 
because it is irrelevant technology to be used for managers’ duties. 
The Social Influence theme is also shown in Figure 5.2, and refers to how 
employees’ shape each others’ attitudes or actions in relation to adopting Web 2.0. 
This theme has associations with a number of other themes: 1) People Traits, 2) Web 
2.0 Maturity, 3) Relevance of Web 2.0, and 4) Trust. Firstly, Social Influence is 
associated with the People Trait: confidence. One Social Influence is image, and 
employees with less confidence have concerns about damaging their image while 
actively adopting Web 2.0. In return, this discourages these employees’ active 
adoption of Web 2.0. Secondly, Social Influence is associated with and able to 
enhance Web 2.0 Maturity. Web 2.0 communities, as well as employee networking, 
enrich Web 2.0 content and assist in reaching critical mass. For example Web 2.0 
communities enable employees to connect with each other and contribute content, 
resulting in the maturing of Web 2.0. Thirdly, Social Influence is associated with the 
Relevance of Web 2.0. Web 2.0 communities are homogenous environments which 
enable employees to connect with people who share similar interests, hence making 
Web 2.0 relevant and useful technology to adopt. Fourth, Social Influence is 
associated with Trust. Social Influences such as image and Web 2.0 communities 
could enhance employees’ trust in their colleagues who adopt Web 2.0. Web 2.0 
communities moderate Web 2.0. Also, employees’ concern about their image means 
they tend to trust the quality of Web 2.0 content, as well as those who create it. 
Organisational Support is another theme in Figure 5.2, and refers to the support 
provided by management as well as employees which encourages and facilitates Web 
2.0 adoption. Organisational Support has associations with other three themes: 1) 
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Organisational Practice, 2) Web 2.0 Maturity, and 3) Relevance of Web 2.0. Firstly, 
Organisational Support, such as the role of management, and Web 2.0 Strategy are 
associated with creating a supportive Web 2.0 culture. While Web 2.0 is about 
openness, collaboration, and sharing, having a management which believes in and 
embraces an open environment to create a supportive culture encourages employees 
to adopt Web 2.0. Secondly, Organisational Support, such as gratitude, recognition, 
and stewardship, is associated with the enhancement of Web 2.0 Maturity. Web 2.0 
champions promote Web 2.0 and help raising employees’ awareness of its benefits, 
hence increase the adoption of such technology. In addition, rewarding employees 
for their participation on Web 2.0 increases their adoption, hence enriching Web 2.0 
content. Thirdly, Organisational Support, such as stewardship, helps in enhancing the 
Relevance of Web 2.0, by raising employees’ awareness of its benefits. Also, 
training could help certain employees, such as those who are old or not tech savvy, 
appreciate the usefulness of Web 2.0, and how to benefit from it. 
Lastly, Figure 5.2 shows the Web 2.0 Maturity theme, which refers to the state 
of Web 2.0 being perfect in terms of its content and the level of participation in it. 
Web 2.0 Maturity is an important issue due to its ability to sustain Web 2.0 adoption. 
This theme is associated with the relevance of Web 2.0. Once Web 2.0 content has 
been enriched and is good quality, adopting Web 2.0 becomes a useful resource for 
employees. Increasing employees’ level of participation in Web 2.0 increases its 
usefulness, and this motivates as well as sustains its adoption. 
5.3 Abstract of Employees’ Adoption of Enterprise 2.0 
The eight adoption themes discussed previously are categorised in this section 
under three categories: individual, innovation and context. Those three categories 
were adopted from the interactive process perspective of the adoption of innovation 
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(Kautz & Nielsen, 2004; Slappendel, 1996). Like the previous tables in this chapter, 
the following tables (Table 5.10, Table 5.11 and Table 5.12) help to summarise the 
influences on employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. The adoption issues are grouped and 
presented in the tables according to these three categories. 
5.3.1 Individual category 
Under this category, a number of elements related to the individuals 
(employees) have been identified as influences on Web 2.0 adoption. Demographic 
and personality issues are the main influences under this category, as summarised in 
the following table (Table 5.10). 
Table ‎5.10 Summary of “Individual” Adoption Influences 
Summary of “Individual” Adoption Influences  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Demographics (Theme 1: Peoples’ traits ) 
Age   X   X   
Years of 
service 
 X X     
Desire to 
learn 
Job role X  X  X X  
Web 2.0 
enthusiasm 
Personality(Theme 1: Peoples’ traits)  
Confidence X X X  X   Capability 
Openness to 
sharing 
knowledge 
X  X     
 
Web 2.0 
enthusiasm 
X  X     
 
Desire to 
learn 
 X X     
Years of 
service 
Capability X  X  X    
Sense of 
ownership 
X  X     
 
Passion for 
writing 
X  X     
Web 2.0 type 
 
 
This table shows that all adoption influences belonging to theme number 1: 
peoples’ traits. Those influences motivate the adoption of Web 2.0; however, a 
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number of them play a hindering role as well. This table also demonstrates the 
impact of those influences on two levels of Web 2.0 engagements, active/passive and 
frequency, but not on collaboration. Furthermore, the influences under the individual 
category are associated with other adoption influences. As the last column of Table 
5.10 indicates, the associated influences are from the same categories -“individual 
category” and the “innovation category”. Therefore, the adoption themes influence 
each other and shape their influence on the adoption of Web 2.0. For example, 
employees’ “passion for writing” motivates adoption according to “Web 2.0 type”. 
So, employees who have such a passion would be motivated to adopt a Web 2.0 tool 
such as wiki for journaling/authoring because of its intensive writing nature. 
5.3.2 Innovation category 
This category involves adoption influences that are related to the innovation of 
Web 2.0. It includes Web 2.0 technological attributes, Web 2.0 usefulness and Web 
2.0 content. These three influences were explored in Section 4.2 of the findings 
chapter under two themes (Theme 3: technological attributes, Theme 5: Relevance of 
Web 2.0). A brief summary of the Web 2.0 related influences is presented in the 
following table (Table 5.11).  
Table ‎5.11 Summary of “Innovation” Adoption Influences 
Summary of “Innovation” Adoption Influences  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor 
Adop. 
Web 2.0 technological attributes (Theme 3: Technological Attributes) 
User-
friendliness 
  X     
 
Reliability   X   X  
Work-Web 
2.0 fit 
Mobility  X X     
Employees’ 
time,  
Nature of 
workforce 
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Technical 
compatibility 
  X     
Ease of use, 
Usefulness 
Discoverability X X       
Transparency  X   X   Confidence 
Web 2.0 type X X X  X X  
Work-Web 
2.0 fit, 
Employees’ 
time,  
Ease of use 
Usefulness (Theme 5: Relevance of Web 2.0) 
Long-term 
usefulness 
    X X  
 
Soft benefit X  X  X X  
Work-Web 
2.0 fit, 
Business 
model 
Usefulness 
changing 
nature 
  X   X  
Work-Web 
2.0 fit,  
Web 2.0 
content,  
Employees’ 
time 
Web 2.0 Content (Theme 5: Relevance of Web 2.0) 
The need for 
Web 2.0 
content 
 X    X  
Work-Web 
2.0 fit 
Richness of 
Web 2.0 
content 
 X    X  
Usefulness, 
Critical mass 
Interest in Web 
2.0 content 
X X X  X X  
Nature of 
workforce , 
Web 2.0 
Communities 
 
In contrast to the Individual Category, many influences under the Innovation 
Category could both motivate and hinder employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. Table 
5.11 shows the impact of Innovation Category influences on two levels only of 
engagement with Web 2.0 -: active/passive and frequency of use. As it is clear from 
the last column, many adoption influences under the Individual, Innovation and 
Context categories are associated with the Innovation influences. Those associated 
influences shape the influences of Innovation themes and sub-themes to be 
motivators or hindrances; to influence active or the passive adoption; or to stop their 
influences on adoption. For example, the Transparency of Web 2.0 motivates 
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employees’ adoption to use its content because such an attribute enhances 
employees’ trust in the quality of Web 2.0 content. However, at the same time, 
Transparency embeds the active adoption of less confident employees who would be 
uncomfortable talking to broader audiences. This example shows how a personal 
influence, Confidence, could shape the influence of Transparency.  
5.3.3 Context Category 
The context of Enterprise 2.0 technologies is organisations. So the Context 
Category refers to the organisational environment, consisting of culture, social 
infrastructure and business. The context-related influences have been presented in 
Table 5.12. Note from this table that “Context Category” influences belong to many 
adoption themes, including Theme 7: Organisational Support; Theme 2: Social 
Influence; Theme 6: Web 2.0 Maturity; Theme 3: Trust; Theme 5: Relevance of Web 
2.0 and Theme 8: Organisational Practice. 
Table ‎5.12 Summary of “Context” Adoption Influences 
Summary of “Context” Adoption Influences  
Adoption 
influences 
Motivate Hinder  
Associated 
influences Active 
Adop. 
Passive 
Adop 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor. 
Adop. 
Active 
Adop 
Frequent 
Adop. 
Collabor 
Adop. 
Web 2.0 Strategy (Theme 7: Organisational Support) 
Predefining 
Web 2.0 
objective 
  X     Usefulness 
Web 2.0 
policy 
X X X X X X X 
Web 2.0 
content 
Web 2.0 
adoption 
Stewardship 
  X     Usefulness 
Web 2.0 Communities (Theme 2: Social Influence) 
Web 2.0 
Communities 
X X X X    
Critical mass,   
Web 2.0 
content 
Critical Mass (Theme 6: Web 2.0 Maturity) 
Critical mass X X X     
Usefulness, 
Web 2.0 
enthusiasm 
Training (Theme 7: Organisational Support) 
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Training   X     
Age 
Web 2.0 type 
Trust (Theme 3: Trust) 
Trusting 
colleagues’ 
honesty 
 X      
Transparency,  
Web 2.0 
communities 
Trusting 
colleagues’ 
capability 
 X      
Transparency, 
Web 2.0 
communities 
Work Web 2.0 Fit (Theme 5: Relevance of Web 2.0) 
Work-Web 
2.0 fit 
X  X     Usefulness 
Gratitude or Recognition (Theme 7: Organisational Support) 
Gratitude or 
recognition 
X  X      
Management Role (Theme 7: Organisational Support) 
Management   X   X   
Organisational Web 2.0 Culture (Theme 8: Organisational Practice) 
Knowledge 
sharing 
X  X      
Employees’ 
empowerment 
X  X     Management 
Collaboration X   X    Management 
Social Influence (Theme 2: Social Influence) 
Group norm X  X  X X   
Employees’ 
image 
X    X   Confidence 
Corporate 
networking 
  X      
Organisational Characteristics (Theme 8:Oorganisational Practice) 
Business 
model 
X X X X X X X 
Web 2.0 type, 
Usefulness 
Nature of the 
workforce 
X X  X X  X 
 
 
While there are issues that influence Web 2.0 adoption negatively, there are 
positive influences on the adoption. For example, most influences under the Context 
category are motivators. Table 5.12 indicates that – unlike Individual and Innovation 
influences – Context influences have an impact on employees’ collaborative use of 
Web 2.0, as well as on active/passive and frequency of use. In addition, Context 
influences on Web 2.0 adoption are usually associated with other adoption 
influences. This table (Table 5.12) indicates that the associated influences are 
influences from the Individual Category, the Innovation Category and the Context 
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Category. For example, Web 2.0 strategy as a Context Category influence is 
associated with the “Innovation Category” influence of usefulness. One Web 2.0 
strategy consideration is predefining the objective of Web 2.0 and how it relates to 
work; hence employees understand and appreciate Web 2.0, which motivates its 
adoption. 
5.3.4 Summary of the adoption process 
To sum up, there are many adoption influences that either motivate or hinder 
employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations. These influences fall into 
eight themes, as displayed in Table 5.1. Those eight themes are further categorised 
under three broader categories, namely: individual, innovation and context. Adoption 
influences within every category interact with each other as well as with influences 
from other categories, as the left part of Figure 5.3 shows. Such interactions either 
shape Web 2.0 adoption influences to be motivators or hindrances; or pause the 
effect of these influences. Also, employees’ engagement level with Web 2.0 is 
influenced. These adoption influences interact with each other continuously during 
the adoption process, resulting in engagement with Web 2.0 to different degrees: 
active/passive, frequent/less frequent and collaborative/ non collaborative, as Figure 
5.3 shows. The right part of this figure (Figure 5.3) represents the changing nature of 
adopting Web 2.0, as employees’ engagement levels with Web 2.0 keep changing 
over time, due to the interactions among the individual, innovation and context 
influences. 
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5.4 Conclusion 
This chapter discussed and summarised the adoption issues and how they 
interrelate to influence the adoption of Web 2.0. This summary aided in constructing 
the model of Employees’ Adoption of Enterprise 2.0. This model was developed on 
the basis of the identification and linking of the adoption issues as well as the nature 
of Web 2.0 adoption as a process.  
   
Enterprise Web 2.0  
Adoption 
Influence 
Interact 
Individual 
 
Context 
 
Innovatio
n 
 
Figure ‎5.3 The Model of Employees’ adoption of Enterprise 2.0 
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Chapter 6 Discussion 
6.1 Introduction 
This study examined employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations. 
The objective was to understand how a range of adoption issues influences 
employees’ adoption of such technology toward the enhancement of Web 2.0 
implementation within organisations. Therefore, the discussion of the findings is 
intended in this chapter to guide the implementation of Web 2.0. Also, this chapter 
discusses the finally developed model: “Employees’ Adoption of Enterprise 2.0” in 
relation to the a priori model as well as to the general models of technology 
adoption. In Section 6.2, six key insights into successful Web 2.0 adoption, related to 
the adoption themes, are discussed in relation to the literature. These insights are 
provided on the basis of the relationships between the eight adoption themes found in 
this study. Section 6.3 compares the Model of Employees’ adoption of Enterprise 2.0 
with the a priori model and technology acceptance models. Lastly, Section 6.4 
summarises the key insights that, if considered, would make the adoption of Web 2.0 
smooth and successful.  
6.2 Discussing the Findings of the Study 
As in the findings chapter, four characteristics of the adoption of Web 2.0 
within organisations are reported: the challenge of Web 2.0 adoption, the social and 
business adoption of Web 2.0, the engagement level with Web 2.0, and the 
development of Web 2.0 adoption as a process. These characteristics describe the 
adoption and help explain the whole picture of the Web 2.0 adoption process within 
organisations. First, the researcher found that Web 2.0 adoption faces challenges. 
Adopting such technology by employees was found to be a lengthy process requiring 
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huge effort and time. Supporting the finding of the current study, previous research 
such as Venkatesh and others (2003) indicated that adopting new information 
systems is often challenging. Interestingly, technical issues are less challenging for 
Web 2.0 adoption than previously thought. The current study explored a number of 
influences which are potential challenges such as a lack of Web 2.0 compatibility 
with business processes and a lack of management support. 
There is a twofold purpose for using Web 2.0: for social and business needs. 
DiMicco and others (2008) highlighted employees’ social use of Web 2.0, whereas 
Wigand (2007) identified using Web 2.0 to facilitate sharing knowledge and for work 
collaboration. This supports the findings of this study. It was found that employees 
use Web 2.0 to facilitate work activities and to socialise – sometimes they socialise 
for work related benefits. Although Web 2.0 social use is beneficial, its business 
focus was perceived as more important. This study indicated that organisational 
practices, such as business models, provide the basis for using Web 2.0 for social 
matters. Retaining employees, developing communities and forming teams are the 
most important benefits from the social use of Web 2.0, as identified in this study. So 
organisations assess the value of those benefits according to their organisational 
practices including their business model, the nature of their workforce, and their 
organisational culture. 
A number of ways of engaging with Web 2.0 were found in this study. As 
Figure 6.1 illustrates there are relationships between Enterprise 2.0 adoption themes, 
which dynamically occur over time. This results in different levels of engagement 
with Web 2.0 as shown in Figure 4.2 in the findings chapter. The current study found 
three modes or ways of engaging with Web 2.0: active/passive, frequent/less frequent 
and collaborative/non-collaborative. The studies of Carbone, Contreras, Hernándezc 
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and Gomez-Pereza (2012), and Levy (2009) partially support these research findings 
by identifying two types of Web 2.0 users according to the level of engagement: 
active and passive. The current study extends this by adding two extra engagement 
modes: frequent/less frequent and collaborative/non-collaborative. This indicates that 
employees’ adoption behaviour with Web 2.0 varies, and not every adopter 
necessarily fully adopts Web 2.0. 
Lastly, the adoption of Web 2.0 identified in this study was shown to be a 
process that develops and changes over time due to the influence of a range of 
interrelated issues. Some of these issues are dynamic in nature such as the usefulness 
of Web 2.0, the maturity of Web 2.0, and social influences. For example, due to its 
changing nature, Web 2.0 maturity – including the richness of Web 2.0 content and 
its critical mass – dynamically influences Web 2.0 adoption. When Web 2.0 was 
introduced to the research participants’ organisations, its maturity was low but it 
grew over time in these organisations as many employees participated and 
contributed content. So Web 2.0 maturity in its first phase of implementation 
hindered its adoption or at least did not motivate it; however, over time and as Web 
2.0 maturity increased, it became a stronger motivator. 
In addition to describing the general characteristics of the adoption of Web 2.0, 
outlining the adoption issues in a thematic manner as well as exploring how they 
influence employees’ adoption were addressed. This study found that the adoption of 
Web 2.0 is a complex phenomenon which is influenced by the interaction of many 
issues. These adoption issues are represented in eight themes: People traits, Social 
Influence, Trust, Technological attributes, Relevance of Web 2.0, Web 2.0 Maturity, 
Organisational Support, and Organisational Practice, as listed in chapter 4 (Table 
4.1). Also the following figure (Figure 6.1) represents these adoption themes and 
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how they relate to each other in the adoption process. This representation is an 
expansion of the left part of Figure 5.3 titled: The Model of Employees’ adoption of 
Enterprise 2.0. 
 Figure ‎6.1 Enterprise 2.0 adoption themes 
This figure helped the researcher examine which themes and relationships 
should be first taken into consideration when implementing Web 2.0. This then 
guided the development of the eight key insights for the adoption of Web 2.0 within 
organisations, outlined below. The sequence of presenting the key adoption issues is 
based on their possible occurrence. 
6.2.1 Organisational practice 
Considering organisational practices including business models and the nature of 
the workforce is a prerequisite to making Web 2.0 a relevant technology for the 
work context and a useful technology for employees. 
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This research found that organisational practices, business models and the 
nature of the workforce are associated with employees perceiving the relevance of 
Web 2.0. Organisations have different business models or work activities. Therefore, 
as found in this research, the need for and ability of employees to adopt Web 2.0 
vary accordingly. Work activities in some organisations motivate employees’ use of 
Web 2.0 because it is relevant. However, it was also found that: due to the business 
model of a financial enterprise, some employees perceive using Web 2.0 as 
irrelevant.  Employees within such a business and who work with taxation 
compliance and wealth are less likely to collaborate and share information via Web 
2.0 for reasons such as information sensitivity. 
So the degree to which technology fits with job responsibility determines 
individuals’ adoption of such technology (Rogers, 2003); and this supports the 
finding of the current study. Beyond the suggestion by Michaelides, Morton, 
Michaelides and Liu (2012) that organisations need to ensure compatibility between 
Web 2.0 and other systems, this study supports integrating Web 2.0 with work 
activities when possible. This integration increases the relevance of Web 2.0 as it 
facilitates and enhances work performance. 
As well, this study found that the nature of workforce is associated with 
adopting Web 2.0 in two ways. First, the distributed nature of a workforce 
encourages employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. For example, the distributed nature of 
the workforce in consultancy companies is associated with adopting Web 2.0. Due to 
Web 2.0 connectivity and its social features, employees can span the geographical 
divide and still be able to collaborate, socialise and learn from other colleagues. 
Second, this research found that role synergy among colleagues motivates employees 
to collaborate. This synergy ensures sharing a common understanding and work 
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practices among colleagues: this forms the foundation for collaboration. If colleagues 
share similar understandings, practices and beliefs, they become motivated to engage 
and be connected for social, learning and work purposes. Hence, employees continue 
to engage with colleagues over Web 2.0. 
Therefore, understanding and considering business activities and the nature of 
the workforce are important prior to introducing Web 2.0 to enterprises. This would 
assist in making the use of Web 2.0 relevant, thereby enabling employees to see and 
appreciate its usefulness in their work contexts. 
6.2.2 Relevance of Web 2.0 
The usefulness of Web 2.0 is dynamic and can be tangible or intangible; 
understanding and considering the nature of such usefulness helps in supporting 
its adoption. 
This study indicated that employees can gain many benefits from using Web 
2.0 within organisations: learning, collaborating, asking for help, and building 
relationships. Therefore, such benefits make Web 2.0 useful and encourage 
employees to adopt it. The technology acceptance models such as that of Venkatesh 
et al. (2003) specify that the perceived usefulness of IT is an important condition in 
its adoption. According to Schneckenberg (2009), Web 2.0 tools show a high level of 
coherence with the technology acceptance model, showing the importance of 
usefulness to its adoption and supporting the findings of the current study.  
Further, the current study extends the concept of information systems’ 
usefulness by exploring the nature of Web 2.0 usefulness and identifying three issues 
that shape its influence:  long-term usefulness, soft benefits and the changing nature 
of usefulness  First, Web 2.0 provides long-term usefulness. Web 2.0 relies on the 
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quality as well as the quantity of its content, and this takes time to be achieved. This 
is a serious issue because if employees cannot see the usefulness of Web 2.0 in its 
early implementation stage, they would be less motivated to engage.  
The soft benefits of Web 2.0, such as knowledge sharing, both motivate and 
limit its adoption, depending on the actual business model and on the appreciation 
level of management. In some organisations, knowledge sharing is not seen to have 
direct business value: employees who spend time using it in are considered to be 
losing productivity. So, using Web 2.0 as a supportive technology for knowledge 
sharing needs organisational support in order to be perceived as valuable. 
Lastly, the sense of usefulness changes over time and is subject to issues such 
as employees’ time, as well as Web 2.0 types and the priority placed on its adoption 
within organisations. For example, when Web 2.0 is used for training only, 
employees would not need to use it when their training is completed. Thus the 
influence of usefulness has changed, which results in changing its adoption as well. 
6.2.3 Technological Attributes 
It is important to understand Web 2.0 tool types in order to make a proper 
selection; it is also important to understand Web 2.0 technological attributes to 
overcome potential adoption challenges. 
First, as this research found, various types of Web 2.0 tools are different in 
terms of purposes and usability. This research highlights the importance of 
organisations selecting the appropriate Web 2.0 tools that suit organisational needs. 
Knowing Web 2.0 types and their purposes is the basis for selecting relevant Web 
2.0 enterprise systems. Although some commentators such as Zhao and Lu (2010) 
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compared several Web 2.0 tools, there is no explanation of how the differences 
among Web 2.0 tools influence adoption.  
The findings of this research extend the comparison by Zhao and Lu (2010) by 
adding the elements of the “purpose of Web 2.0 tools” and explaining their 
influences on adoption. For example, if an organisation needs a social Web 2.0 
platform to retain and enhance employees’ loyalty, implementing a Facebook-like 
enterprise system is an appropriate selection, possibly guaranteeing its adoption. The 
intensive social nature of a Facebook-like tool makes it appropriate for social use, 
hence motivating employees’ adoption. However, implementing wiki technology for 
this purpose would discourage its adoption because of its limited social features. 
Additionally, Web 2.0 tools vary with regard to their complexity. For example, wikis 
are difficult to use (Bachmann & Merson, 2005) in comparison with other more 
easily used Web 2.0 tools such as micro-blogs (Zhao & Lu, 2010). This study found 
that implementing wikis might lead to rejecting it particularly by employees who are 
not “tech-savvy”. When implementing wikis, organisational support such as training 
is essential to facilitate employees’ adoption. 
Secondly, this study suggests that understanding Web 2.0 
attributes/characteristics would assist in overcoming their negative influence as well 
as strengthening their positive influence. The literature indicates a relationship 
between innovation characteristics such as complexity and users’ adoption of 
innovation (Rogers, 1995), supported by this study. In the current study, seven Web 
2.0 technological attributes/characteristics have been identified as adoption issues. 
Some of these technological issues– including user-friendliness, reliability and 
compatibility – are similar to the innovation characteristics identified in the IT 
adoption literature ( e.g. Davis, 1989) as well as in the Web 2.0 adoption literature 
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(e.g. Hester, 2011; Paroutis & Al Saleh, 2009). This study indicates that most Web 
2.0 tools are user-friendly, with acceptable reliability levels which are better if they 
are technically compatible with other enterprise systems. In relation to Web 2.0, 
specific technological issues include mobility, discoverability and transparency. 
The mobility of Web 2.0 motivates its passive adoption where employees 
mostly read content. Mobile devices have limited capabilities for writing blog posts 
or wiki articles. Web 2.0 mobility assists in connecting employees with colleagues 
and organisational updates from anywhere at a time that suits them most. 
Consequently, Web 20 has become more valuable for employees as it overcomes the 
challenge of time and geographical location. Therefore, organisations might consider 
implementing Web 2.0 that has mobile application versions. 
The discoverability of Web 2.0 makes content and individuals visible and easy 
to find (Bradley, 2007). As found in the current study, this discoverability motivates 
employees to be more connected with content, updates and colleagues’ participation. 
For example, using the “follow” feature to follow colleagues would help to obtain 
their latest contributions easily and automatically. As the value of Web 2.0 is based 
on its content, employee adoption would be discouraged if Web 2.0 content cannot 
be found easily. Also content contributors, who write for audiences, will stop 
adopting such technology if their contributions cannot be seen by colleagues. 
Web 2.0 has a transparent nature in which the historical development of 
employees’ participation and content are observable (Hoegg, Martignoni, Meckel, & 
Stanoevska-Slabeva, 2006). This study found that Web 2.0 transparency enhances 
employees’ trust of Web 2.0 content, motivating passive adoption of Web 2.0 where 
employees obtain knowledge. However, this transparency could hold some 
employees back from contributing their thoughts and ideas, in order to protect their 
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image from making mistakes that are visible to all. This issue is an important 
limitation, pointing to a need to create a supportive environment where employees 
feel more empowered to overcome their hesitancy to contribute. 
6.2.4 People Traits  
It is essential to identify who the potential Web 2.0 adopters are and who are not as 
well as knowing which personality issue influence them. 
This study suggests that knowing who would and wouldn’t adopt Web 2.0 
assists in the success of Web 2.0 implementation. Demographic as well as 
personality traits help in identifying adopters and non-adopters, hence they can be 
approached appropriately to support their adoption of Web 2.0. 
This research found that demographic issues – namely age, years of service and 
job role – influence employees’ adoption speed as well as their level of engagement 
with Web 2.0. The current study found that younger employees are early adopters of 
Web 2.0: Using social networking has become an integral part of their personal life, 
their normal way of communication. The studies by Sayogo, Criado and Nam (2011) 
as well as by bin Husin and Swatman (2010) argue that the young generation is an 
essential enabler of Web 2.0 adoption, supporting the current study. Thus, 
organisations may approach young employees to encourage them to enhance the 
maturity of Web 2.0 and to support other colleagues’ adoption.    
According to the results of the current research, employees with a low number 
of years of service, including both recent graduates and non-recent graduates, are 
very motivated to passively adopt Web 2.0. These employees want to learn about 
work and work processes particularly when Web 2.0 is implemented for knowledge 
sharing. McAfee (2006), as reported by bin Husin and Swatman (2010), suggested 
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that particular employees – called “newbies”, the recent graduates entering the 
workforce – are willing to adopt Web 2.0 within organisations. This study extends 
McAfee’s findings in terms of non-recent graduates who moved to new organisations 
to perform new roles. Non-recent graduates also have the motivation to adopt Web 
2.0 for learning. Yet over time, and as employees’ experience and knowledge about 
work increase, they find using Web 2.0 for learning or training is less useful. 
Consequently, their adoption of Web 2.0 decreases. 
The current study indicates that job role issues such as: profession type and 
managerial role influence employees’ adoption and level of engaging with Web 2.0. 
For example, employees from professions such as consultancy are encouraged to 
adopt Web 2.0 to expand their knowledge; however, some consultants might prefer 
not to share their knowledge and not to actively use Web 2.0. In addition, this study 
also found that managers’ adoption of Web 2.0 is low due to time availability issues 
or concerns about miscommunication. According to Cummings, Anne and Ramesh 
(2009), job roles from the perspective of the hierarchy of employees’ roles moderate 
adopting Web 2.0. They found that employees with an operational role adopt Web 
2.0 more than managers and executives. 
A number of personality issues were identified in this study as adoption 
influences. These include: confidence, openness to sharing knowledge, Web 2.0 
enthusiasm, desire to learn, capability, a sense of ownership, and a passion for 
writing. These issues, apart from a desire to learn, motivate the active adoption of 
Web 2.0 particularly when it is used for knowledge sharing. Such active engagement 
enhances Web 2.0 content and increases its richness. Therefore, this study suggests 
that organisations’ consideration of these issues is crucial to enhancing Web 2.0 
maturity and supporting employees’ adoption of it. 
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This research showed that employees who are open to sharing knowledge are 
more motivated to actively adopt Web 2.0, and this confirms Millen et al’s (2006) 
proposition about the relationship between altruism and sharing knowledge. Another 
interesting influence is employees’ confidence which was found in this study to be a 
motivating as well as a hindering issue. This differs slightly from Chawner’s (2008) 
study which found that information managers are hindered in using Web 2.0 when 
they lack confidence. The current study suggests that feeling less confident could 
motivate employees’ passive adoption as they are encouraged to access Web 2.0 
content for self-improvement. Furthermore, this research shows that Web 2.0 
enthusiasts are early adopters who influence or motivate other employees’ adoption. 
Lastly, a desire to learn is an influence that motivates the passive adoption of Web 
2.0. 
6.2.5 Social influences  
It is beneficial to understand the impact of social influences on Web 2.0 adoption 
to overcome issues such as lack of community, and for exploiting opportunities 
such as the ability to increase Web 2.0 relevance and to enhance its maturity. 
Enterprise Web 2.0 is the implementation of a social technology in a social 
setting such as the workplace. Therefore, as the current study found, employees’ 
opinions or behaviours in relation to adopting Web 2.0 are affected by social 
influences. Due to their association with the relevance and maturity of Web 2.0, 
these social influences help in enhancing Web 2.0 usefulness and in sustaining it. 
The four forms of social influence – Web 2.0 community, group norm, image, and 
corporate networking – can play either a positive role or a negative role in the 
adoption of Web 2.0. 
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This study identified and stressed the role of communities in adopting Web 2.0 
within organisations. The findings of this study show that communities are 
encouraging and homogenous environments which also enable employees to connect 
socially, participate and contribute content, resulting in the maturing of Web 2.0. 
Web 2.0 maturity is important as it turns Web 2.0 into a beneficial, self-sustaining 
technology. Thus, forming communities around Web 2.0 motivates its adoption by 
employees and continues their engagement. According to Alqahtani et al. (2010b) 
and McAfee’s (2006) arguments, communities are a vital part in Web 2.0 adoption 
within organisations and this supports the findings of the current study. However, the 
current research found a lack of communities in organisational contexts. This lack 
seems to relate to issues such as available time for employees to participate in these 
communities; as employees usually suffer from time famine (Torning, 2008). 
The second influence is group norm. As the theory of planned behaviour 
explains, norms influence individuals’ behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). Also, empirical 
studies – such as that by Venkatesh et al. (2003) – have found that social norms 
positively affect an individual's adoption of IT systems. The current study confirms 
the role of norms in influencing individual adoption of Web 2.0. Employees become 
motivated to adopt Web 2.0 if the mainstream adopts it. This is because employees 
feel social pressure to be part of such a social system and behave accordingly.  
This study found that image can both motivate and hinder employees’ adoption 
of Web 2.0. As some participants noted, they are concerned about damaging their 
image or reputation while actively adopting Web 2.0. This concern is due to the 
transparent nature of Web 2.0 and the possibility of making mistakes or creating 
misunderstandings. On the other hand, other participants find Web 2.0 to be a 
valuable tool for enhancing their reputation or image by showing their competency, 
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enthusiasm and care for their organisations. In the IT adoption literature, image is 
identified as an adoption issue and defined as how one is viewed by others when 
using a particular technology (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). In the context of 
Enterprise 2.0, employees’ image can be impacted directly according to employees’ 
behaviour within Web 2.0. 
The current study identifies a number of benefits for employees in networking 
over Web 2.0 such as enhancing career, forming teams, accessing help and 
increasing awareness about colleagues and their work. Therefore, corporate 
networking was found in this study to be an adoption motivator, particularly within 
large organisations. Participants from small enterprises showed a preferences for 
face-to-face networking with colleagues based in the same office. Some studies 
support this finding, seeing Web 2.0 as a technology that is designed to facilitate 
social interaction among people (Tufekci, 2008); and benefit employees (DiMicco et 
al., 2008). 
6.2.6 Organisational support  
Web 2.0 in the workplace is an emerging technology that is challenged by 
employees, technological and organisational issues and its long maturity time; 
therefore Web 2.0 needs organisational support to succeed. 
There are number of Web 2.0 implementation hurdles that have been  found in 
this study such as the lack of employees’ awareness and abilities, the lack of a 
supportive culture, as well as the intensive time needed to achieve Web 2.0 maturity, 
which affects its usefulness. These findings are supported by Paroutis and Al Saleh 
(2009) who found that lack of awareness is a barrier affecting employees’ 
willingness to contribute their knowledge on Web 2.0. Additionally, Wilensky and 
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Redmiles (2008) pointed out organisations’ lack of culture to support Web 2.0 
adoption. Therefore, this study suggests that to overcome these hurdles, organisations 
need to support Web 2.0. Web 2.0 organisational support includes developing a Web 
2.0 strategy, providing training where necessary, recognising Web 2.0 adopters, and 
involving management. 
The current study suggests that developing a Web 2.0 strategy is the first 
important action in Web 2.0 implementation. If the strategy is considered early, it 
ensures implementing Web 2.0 that is relevant, useful and adoptable. This study 
identifies four Web 2.0 strategy components that, when considered, facilitate its 
adoption: the official implementation of Web 2.0, predefining the objective of Web 
2.0, stewardship of Web 2.0 adoption, and having a Web 2.0 policy. These strategic 
components should be considered both in the early stages and in an ongoing way, to 
encourage and sustain employees’ adoption of Web 2.0.  
Firstly, this study suggests that if Web 2.0 is not endorsed by management, it 
will be perceived as an overhead and thus not adopted by employees. Like any other 
form of IT, Web 2.0 needs to be official, endorsed and planned by management 
(Dadashzadeh, 2010). Also, it has been found that predefining a Web 2.0 objective 
and its rationale in advance assists its successful adoption. This helps employees in 
adopting Web 2.0 and aligning it with organisational objectives, hence sustaining the 
adoption and making the Web 2.0 implementation more successful. 
Furthermore, with Enterprise 2.0 being a new concept and practice, its adoption 
is a challenge. Consequently, the current study indicates that continuous support by 
Web 2.0 champions enhances Web 2.0 adoption and sustains it. This confirms the 
findings by Jackson, Cole, Lazar and Morell (2009) that noted that the rate of Web 
2.0 adoption within large companies has increased due to Web 2.0 coaches’ support. 
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The last issue of a Web 2.0 strategy is policy. As the current study also suggests, 
organisations should have a policy concerning Web 2.0 and its adoption (Martin, 
Reddington, Kneafsey, & Sloman, 2009). This research shows how Web 2.0 policy 
influences employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 by guiding them: for example, making 
them aware of what acceptable use is and what it is not. As a result, employees 
become comfortable while using it.  
Training is another form of organisational support. The current study identified 
training as an adoption issue, but not a critical one because the complexity of Web 
2.0 tools varies and there are intuitive Web 2.0 tools that do not require specific 
training for most employees. It was also noted that only some employees, such as 
older employees, need training on how to use Web 2.0 tools such as wikis – the most 
difficult Web 2.0 tool. So providing training could motivate the adoption of Web 2.0 
when a complex tool is used or when there is a group of older employees who are not 
familiar with it. This finding differs slightly from Paroutis and Al Saleh’s (2009) 
finding which indicates that training is an important element influencing employees’ 
participation in Web 2.0. Their study was conducted in a technology-oriented 
company in which about two thirds of the population were not “tech savvy”; this 
might have caused this slight difference in the results. 
Another form of necessary organisational support is gratitude and recognition. 
Rewarding employees for their participation on Web 2.0 increases their adoption of 
such tools as also found by Carbone et al. (2012). The research study differentiates 
between tangible and intangible rewards. It indicates that there is a negative attitude 
towards using tangible incentives as a motivator. In contrast, the study by Carbone 
and colleagues (2012), conducted in a bank, indicated that employee participation in 
the innovation system (Web 2.0 technology) was high due to the economic reward 
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the bank gave to the best ideas. This different result might be related to the context of 
the finance industry where employees’ ideas are evaluated for real implementation to 
gain direct financial benefit; therefore employees are seen to be motivated by 
tangible rewards. Yet, the finding of Paroutis and Al Saleh’s (2009) study supports 
the current research findings.  
Management is another form of organisational support. This study found that 
the role of management in Web 2.0 implementation is an important adoption issue as 
also indicated by Schöndienst, Krasnova, Günther and Riehle (2011). The current 
study indicates that management involvement, as well as empowering employees, 
motivates employee adoption of Web 2.0 and vice versa. This is consistent with 
Paroutis and Al Saleh (2009) who found that management support, such as 
promoting Web 2.0 benefits and providing the necessary training, is a key factor that 
determines employee use of Web 2.0 to share knowledge. Further, the researcher 
adds that managers leading by example in adopting Web 2.0 and engaging as well as 
encouraging others motivate employees’ adoption. Yet this study reports a lack of 
management support due to their concern about Web 2.0; hence employees are 
discouraged from adopting Web 2.0. Obtaining management commitment, therefore, 
is critical to the successful implementation of Web 2.0 within organisations. This 
commitment enhances Web 2.0 adoption as employees need to see the alignment of 
such technology with management attitude. 
6.2.7 Trust  
There is an inherent level of user trust due to the transparent nature of Web 2.0, 
the community moderating role of Web 2.0 and the professional level of the 
workplace environment, which supports the passive adoption of Web 2.0  
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In this research, trust refers to an individual employee’s confidence in 
colleagues and their contributions on Web 2.0. The results of this study indicate that 
trust influences Web 2.0 passive adoption to consume Web 2.0 content. Two 
dimensions of trust are indicated in the current research: trusting colleagues’ honesty 
and trusting colleagues’ capability.  
The influence of trust on the adoption of Web 2.0 might have different 
dimensions as suggested in Hester (2011). According to Hester (2011) the 
relationship between people’s trust and their knowledge sharing behaviour is based 
on the assumption that when employees contribute their knowledge they will in turn 
receive knowledge from other employees. The current study views this influence as 
reciprocity or individual willingness to share. Supporting this study’s findings, 
Paroutis and Al Saleh (2009) indicated two types of trust while using Web 2.0 for 
knowledge sharing, namely benevolence-based trust and competence-based trust.  
Trust is found to be a motivator not a barrier due to the transparent nature of 
Web 2.0, the community moderating role of Web 2.0 and the professional level of 
the workplace environment. Group moderating in the work place, as well as 
employees’ concern about their image, makes employees trust the quality of Web 2.0 
content as well as who creates it. Hence they become motivated to use it. So an 
inherent level of trust in such contexts is a motivator. 
6.2.8 Web 2.0 maturity  
Web 2.0 maturity is a critical adoption motivator that self-sustains Web 2.0 once 
reached, but it requires strong organisational support, proactive individuals and 
time. 
  
Discussion 175 
This study found that Web 2.0 maturity, including richness of content as well 
sufficient levels of participation, needs to be achieved as quickly as possible to 
motivate employees’ adoption of such technology. Organisational support, proactive 
individuals and Web 2.0 communities are essential drivers towards Web 2.0 
maturity. Therefore, planning Web 2.0 implementation and continuous support 
should be considered by management and Web 2.0 champions. 
As argued by Hester and Scott (2008) and Vuori (2012), this study found that 
reaching the critical mass in Web 2.0 encourages and sustains employee adoption of 
such technology as it becomes more useful. Reaching a critical mass, however, is 
found to be one of the most difficult challenges faced in adopting Web 2.0, as it is 
costly and time consuming. Thus Web 2.0 value is low and most employees – apart 
from some enthusiasts – are discouraged from adopting it. In this study a number of 
enthusiasts were identified who try to develop user communities and to encourage 
employees to maintain the adoption of Web 2.0. Management should support these 
employees and support the implementation of Web 2.0 by having a proper strategy 
and by allocating resources, both essential for the success of such an initiative. 
This study indicates that the quality and the richness of Web 2.0 content can 
influence its adoption. Web 2.0 frees employees from corporate restrictions on 
creating, editing and sharing content, which can be a blessing as well as a curse 
(Andriole, 2010). This research indicates that such freedom is considered a blessing 
in a professional environment such as a workplace. Group moderating in the 
workplace, as well as employees’ concern about their image, makes employees trust 
the quality of Web 2.0 content and be motivated to use it. Also, as this study found, 
Web 2.0 content richness can be an issue that can negatively influence the adoption 
of Web 2.0. Chawner (2008) found that consuming Web 2.0 content is the most 
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common role, compared with contributing content. Consequently, as noted in the 
current study, the richness of Web 2.0 content can be low, and hence discourage 
employees from adopting Web 2.0 due to the paucity of its content. Therefore, 
organisations should employ mechanisms such as gratitude and recognition of 
contributors to seed Web 2.0 content, as well as to form communities of interest. 
6.3 The Significance of the new model 
This section compares the new model (Figure 5.3) developed in this study with 
the a priori model as well as with the general models of technology adoption such as 
TAM. This discussion shows the need for this new model to illustrate employees’ 
adoption of Web 2.0 within enterprises. In Section 6.3.1 the comparison between the 
final model developed and the a priori model is presented. Section 6.3.2 then 
compares the new model developed with general models of IT adoption. 
6.3.1 The final developed model and the a priori model  
This study began with a review of relevant studies; then two focus groups were 
conducted, leading to the development of an a priori model. This model identified 
the six potential influences on employees’ adoption of Web 2.0: technological issues, 
social influences, knowledge sharing, trust, individual ability, and resource 
availability. In the final model shown in Figure 5.3, the a priori model was enhanced 
through the identification of other adoption influences, extending the current 
adoption influences, and confirming the adoption influences. This model was also 
extended by determining how the adoption influences interrelate to shape employees’ 
adoption of Web 2.0. This section discusses the concepts of the identified adoption 
influences in comparisons to the a priori model. 
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Individual ability was an adoption influence identified in the a priori model. It 
refers to individuals’ beliefs about their ability to write content and share it with 
others. This influence was extended in the final adoption model to include: writing 
capabilities, knowledge in the domain, and the value of participation. Web 2.0 is user 
centred. This makes creating, organising and categorising its content important 
activities while adopting Web 2.0 (Valdes & Smith, 2005). Hence, employees 
evaluate their abilities to perform these activities and adoption is influenced by their 
self-evaluation. Individual ability was consequently relabelled as individual 
confidence and categorised as an employee trait. So, the new model incorporates 
employees’ concerns about their image within the workplace, how that can lower 
their level of confidence to proactively adopt Web 2.0, and illustrates how greater 
employee confidence can motivate the adoption. 
Knowledge sharing is an adoption influence identified in the a priori model. 
The a priori model emphasised knowledge sharing as an individual issue. For 
example, it views individuals’ willingness to share knowledge as an important 
motivator. In the final model, this view was extended and included individual and 
organisational dimensions of knowledge sharing. The individual dimension was 
relabelled as openness to share. Web 2.0 allows the creation of a space that facilitates 
interaction between employees to share their knowledge and expertise in an informal 
and social space (Andreano, 2008). Therefore, employees who like to and are open to 
sharing knowledge would be motivated to adopt Web 2.0. The organisational 
dimension of knowledge sharing provided an important supportive culture. This 
dimension was labelled Web 2.0 organisational culture and categorised under 
organisational practice. If sharing knowledge is a shared value among employees and 
is recognised by management, employees are more motivated to adopt Web 2.0. 
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In the final model, a number of adoption influences related to individual 
employees such as personality issues and demographics were identified. These 
influences were viewed as people traits and included dimensions such as job role, 
desire to learn, and sense of ownership. The final model showed that people traits 
influenced employees’ Web 2.0 adoption in two ways: active/passive adoption and 
the adoption of a specific type of Web 2.0. 
Trust is anther adoption influence identified in the a priori adoption model. 
Trust in IT relates to individual’s dependence and reliance on the technology as well 
as upon the people who are using this technology (Mcknight, 2005). In the current 
study, trust focused primarily on people who were using the technology. Trusting the 
technology included predicting its reliable performance. This was viewed as a 
technological characteristic in the final model. This model identifies trust as trusting 
colleagues’ honesty while they participated via Web 2.0 and trusting the knowledge 
they shared on this platform. The openness of Web 2.0 and its informal nature might 
negatively impact individual views on the accuracy of information being shared 
(Paroutis & Al Saleh, 2009). Yet, this model highlighted the solely positive impact of 
trust on Web 2.0 adoption. This influence is due to the inherent level of trust in the 
workplace resulting from Web 2.0 transparency, community-self-moderating and 
professionalism of workplace. 
The social influence identified in the a priori adoption model included: social 
norms, social networking, social value, and critical mass. The current model 
confirmed and extended the concept of social influence. It described that individuals 
are influenced by mainstream groups, whether they adopt or reject Web 2.0, as 
individuals favour being in a group. This model merged the social value of 
connecting with colleagues with corporate networking. Employees were motivated to 
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adopt Web 2.0 to enhance their social relations with their colleagues; therefore being 
exposed to greater opportunities. Additionally, two new social influences were 
identified, including image and Web 2.0 communities. Individual employees 
adjusted their usage of Web 2.0 to maintain their image within their group. The final 
model also showed how Web 2.0 communities improved the give-and-take 
relationship, which involved appreciation and care among the community members. 
Thus, communities motivated employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 and maintained  
continuous adoption.  
Critical mass was viewed as a social influence in the a priori model, but it was 
identified as one of the Web 2.0 maturity dimensions in the final model. Web 2.0 
reached a state of critical mass after a sufficient level of content and participation 
were reached, making Web 2.0 valuable. Web 2.0 maturity was identified as a new 
adoption influence in the final model. It referred to Web 2.0’s state seamless as 
extremely coherent in content and participation. The influence of Web 2.0 maturity 
included another dimension, the richness of Web 2.0 content. Despite the time Web 
2.0 takes to master, the new model showed how the richness of Web 2.0 content 
motivates as well as sustains Web 2.0 adoption. High maturity of Web 2.0 provides 
capacities for immediate response, collective intelligence and employees’ 
empowerment. 
Technology was the fifth influence in the a priori model. It refers to Web 2.0 
technological attributes such as the performance of Web 2.0 and its complexity and 
discoverability. The final adoption model added new attributes: transparency, 
mobility, and Web 2.0 type. It also extended the previously identified ease-of-
use/complexity attribute and confirmed the compatibility, reliability, and 
discoverability attributes. The final model showed that Web 2.0 is transparent in 
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nature; the historical development of employees’ participation and content is 
observable (Hoegg et al. 2006). The new model shows that Web 2.0 transparency 
enhances employees’ trust in its content, motivating passive adoption where 
employees obtain knowledge. However, this transparency held some employees back 
from contributing their thoughts and ideas to protect their image; they do not want to 
make mistakes that are visible to all. 
The mobility of Web 2.0 made it more valuable for employees as it overcame 
the challenges of time and geographical location. Via the mobility attribute of Web 
2.0, it assists in connecting employees with colleagues and organisational updates 
from anywhere, and at any time that best suits them. However, Web 2.0 mobility 
seems solely to encourage passive adoption – where employees mostly read content. 
Web 2.0 type was presented in the final model to show that various types of Web 2.0 
within organisations are different in their purposes, usability, and usefulness. 
Consequently, different Web 2.0 technologies were adopted differently in relation to 
the frequency of use and the engagement level. The ease-of-use/complexity attribute 
was extended in the refined model to include simplicity in learning Web 2.0 and its 
uses. Most Web 2.0 tools are found to be user-friendly, with acceptable levels of 
reliability. However, they can be much easier if they are technically compatible with 
other enterprise systems.  
Resource availability was the sixth influence in the a priori model. Time, 
training, and management support were three dimensions identified in this model. In 
the refined model, time was recognised as an important factor embedded in a number 
of adoption influences rather than identified as an influence in its own right. For 
example, Web 2.0 maturity takes a significant amount of time to be reached, so it 
takes Web 2.0 a significant amount of time to become a valuable platform. 
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Additionally, employees who were time poor, such as managers, were less motivated 
to adopt Web 2.0. Those employees might be challenged to adopt specific types of 
Web 2.0 that are time-intensive to use, such as wikis. However, employees can be 
motivated to adopt Web 2.0 due to the technological attribute of mobility, which 
allows access to Web 2.0 on employees’ own time (e.g., while commuting). 
The resources, including training and management support, as well as Web 2.0 
strategy and gratitude/recognition were dimensions of organisational support in the 
refined model. Training was identified in the refined model as a motivator in cases 
where employees were older or not tech savvy. Management’s role was also a strong 
motivator when the managers recognised the importance of Web 2.0 and, more 
importantly, when they were involved and adopted it themselves. However, 
managers’ concerns about Web 2.0 were reported as a hindrance to their usage. This 
model also indicated that developing Web 2.0 strategies was an important motivator 
that involved planning Web 2.0 implementation, securing resources, and guiding the 
adoption. This prevented employees from perceiving Web 2.0 as an additional thing 
to do. The dimension of gratitude or recognition refers to intangible rewards, such as 
colleague and managers’ appreciation for active Web 2.0 users. According to the 
final adoption model, gratitude and recognition encouraged the continued active 
adoption of Web 2.0. 
Another new influence identified in the final model was organisational 
practice. There were practices that influenced Web 2.0 adoption, such as the business 
model, the nature of the workforce, and the Web 2.0 organisational culture. The 
business model, which shows how organisations operate, could influence employees’ 
adoption of Web 2.0 and their engagement level with the platform. The business 
model influenced employees’ need for and choice of Web 2.0 technologies. The 
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nature of the workforce influenced employees’ adoption negatively as well as 
positively. The distribution of employees over several geographical locations could 
motivate the use of Web 2.0 technologies in an attempt to bridge this physical divide. 
In those situations, Web 2.0 facilitates employees’ collaboration and communication. 
Organisational culture was another dimension of organisational practice. In the 
refined model, Web 2.0 organisational culture involved three variables: knowledge 
sharing, employees’ empowerment, and collaboration. A supportive culture 
empowered employees to collaborate with colleagues and to share knowledge, which 
motivated the active adoption of Web 2.0. The shared customs and expectations 
among employees to share knowledge, involvement in the decision-making process, 
and collaboratively creating organisational content are important elements of 
support. This support increases employees’ level of autonomy and empowerment. 
The new model shows that Web 2.0 is a potential technology to facilitate such 
empowerment, but requires a supportive organisational culture. 
The relevance of Web 2.0 was identified in the final model as an important 
adoption influence. The refined model found that the degree of relevance in Web 2.0 
was subject to Web 2.0’s native usefulness, the need for Web 2.0 content, and work-
Web 2.0 fit. The new model confirmed the role of usefulness in the adoption process, 
and more importantly, it extended it by describing the characteristics of Web 2.0 
usefulness that influenced its adoption. The usefulness of Web 2.0: 1) is long term, 2) 
can be soft or tangible, and 3) has a changing nature. The positive influence of 
usefulness was limited by employees’ time, Web 2.0 priority, and Web 2.0’s long-
term benefits. A new dimension of usefulness was need for Web 2.0 content.  
Web 2.0 adoption was influenced by the relevance of Web 2.0 content to daily 
business activities and the presence of shared interests among its users. This made 
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the content of this technology important for employees, motivating its adoption. 
Additionally, work-Web 2.0 fit was identified in the final model. Web 2.0’s fit with 
employees’ work tasks refers to the extent to which using Web 2.0 is compatible 
with key business activities. This alignment between Web 2.0 and business needs 
enhanced Web 2.0’s perceived value and motivated employees’ adoption.  
To conclude, the a priori model has been extended in this study in number of 
ways. First, the Web 2.0’s adoption influences were confirmed. In addition, new 
dimensions related to the previously identified adoption influences were identified. 
Further, in the final model, a number of new influences are identified. More 
importantly, the final model explored how all of these adoption issues influenced 
employees to adopt Web 2.0. 
6.3.2 The new developed model and TAM/UTAUT 
The new developed model, as shown in Figure 5.3, extends prior research in 
the area of information technology (IT) adoption. This section discuses this effort by 
comparing this developed model with the most common theoretical models in IT 
adoption research, such as the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and Unified 
Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT). There are three areas of 
comparison—theoretical mechanisms, influence on outcomes, and overall purpose. 
First, the theoretical mechanisms of the models refer to the 
constructs/influences of the models and how they impact the adoption of IT 
(Venkatesh, Thong & Xu, 2012). The theoretical mechanisms of TAM/UTAUT 
explain the adoption in a simple and linear relationship between constructs (Kautz, 
2004). According to TAM/UTAUT, individual adoption of IT is driven by one’s 
intent to use the technology as the main independent variable ((Hameed, Counsell & 
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Swift, 2012). The intention, in turn, is determined directly by other constructs, such 
as performance expectancy and facilitating conditions (Venkatech, 2003).  
On the other hand, the developed model in this study views the adoption of IT, 
such as Web 2.0, as a complex and multidimensional process. In this study, Web 2.0 
has been found to be influenced by issues from different interrelated dimensions. 
Individual, organisational, and technological issues interrelate with each other to 
shape employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. For example, people can be motivated to use 
Web 2.0 and to contribute content to enhance their image if they have confidence in 
themselves and their competencies. Yet, people are reluctant to actively engage with 
Web 2.0 if they lack confidence. In other words, the social influence of “image” 
could influence the adoption either positively or negatively according to employees’ 
confidence levels. 
Second, another aspect of this comparison is the outcome of adoption 
influences. This comparison shows the outcome of adoption influences including 
both the intention and actual use of IT. Most TAM/ UTAUT research focuses on a 
user’s intention to use IT, which refers to the extent to which users are willing to use 
IT rather than the extent that they actually use it (Lin & Lu, 2000). The UTAUT 
theoretical model “explain[s] about 70 percent of the variance in behavioural 
intention to use a technology and about 50 percent of the variance in technology use” 
(Venkatesh, Thong & Xu, 2012, p. 157). Thus, in information systems, the 
behavioural intent (accepting or rejecting) to adopt IT has been more thoroughly 
investigated than its actual use. Yet, the adoption process of IT is more than just 
whether it is accepted or rejected (Rick 2009; Rogers 2003). 
This study uses the personal experiences of employees to determine the issues 
which influence their adoption. The new model developed in this study views the 
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adoption of Web 2.0 as the actual use of this technology. Furthermore, it identifies 
several levels of the actual use of Web 2.0 including active/passive, frequent/less 
frequent, and collaborative/non collaborative. Jeyaraj and Sabherwal (2008) found 
that IT can be adopted fully or partially, which supports the current model. The full 
adoption of Web 2.0 has been defined as the frequent use of such technology in a 
collaborative and proactive manner. Yet, the full adoption of Web 2.0 within a 
workplace context faces challenges, leading to more observers than engagers as well 
as many people infrequently using the Web 2.0. Engagers use this technology to its 
maximum capability including the use of features such as “like,” “follow,” 
“commenting thread,” and other collaborative and social features. 
The last aspect of this comparison is the purpose of these models. On one hand, 
the role of TAM/UTAUT is to predict users’ acceptance of IT and to provide a 
generalisable explanation of individuals’ behaviour toward using IT (Hameed et al., 
2012). Although the adoption of IT in an organisation is multidimensional, TAM and 
other adoption theoretical models, such as Diffusion of Innovation (DOI), focus on a 
single dimension. For example, the TAM approach to the adoption of technologies is 
based on individuals’ perceptions about the characteristics of these technologies. 
According to Srinivasan and Damsgaard (2011), this view on the adoption of IT 
isolates the individual from his social context and treats his adoption behaviour as an 
independent event.  
On the other hand, the developed model in this research views Web 2.0 
adoption by employees within enterprises. It does not predict employees’ behaviours 
toward adopting Web 2.0. Rather it provides in-depth and contextually-based 
illustration of the adoption. Due to the complexity of Enterprise 2.0 adoption, the new 
model gives a comprehensive view of the adoption by taking into account individual, 
  
Discussion 186 
organisational, and technological influences. Furthermore, the model does not isolate 
these adoption influences, hence rejecting a singular perspective of the adoption 
(Kautz & Nielsen, 2004). Individuals’ interactions with the Web 2.0 and with each 
other over Web 2.0 within a social structure (i.e., enterprise) shape these individuals’ 
adoption of Web 2.0. 
In conclusion, the adoption model developed in this study describes the 
adoption process of Web 2.0 within an enterprise. It views Web 2.0 adoption as 
employees’ actual use of this technology. According to this model, Web 2.0 adoption 
is a complex and dynamic process that is influenced by the interrelation of 
individual, organisational, and technological issues. 
6.4 Conclusion 
It can be concluded that a successful adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations 
is a challenging, lengthy and dynamic process that requires time, effort and support. 
The eight themes that influence the adoption of Web 2.0 are represented in Figure 
6.1. These interrelationships help in the development of the key insights required for 
enhancing employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. 
1. Organisational practices, including business models and the nature of 
the workforce, are prerequisites for making Web 2.0 a technology that 
is relevant in the work context and useful for employees. 
2. The usefulness of Web 2.0 is dynamic and can be tangible or 
intangible; therefore, understanding and considering the nature of its 
usefulness supports its adoption. 
3. It is important to understand the types of Web 2.0 technologies in 
order to make an appropriate selection; it is also important to 
understand its technological attributes to overcome the potential 
challenges to adoption. 
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4. It is essential to identify potential Web 2.0 adopters and the 
personality issues that influence them. 
5. It is beneficial to understand the impact of social influences on the 
adoption of Web 2.0 in order to overcome any issues, such as lack of 
community, as well as to exploit opportunities, such as the ability to 
increase the relevance of Web 2.0 and to enhance its maturity. 
6. In the workplace, Web 2.0 is an emerging technology that is 
challenged by employees, technological issues and organisational 
issues, as well as its long maturity time. Therefore, for adoption to 
succeed, Web 2.0 requires organisational support. 
7. There is an inherent level of user trust because of the transparent 
nature of Web 2.0, its community moderating role, and the 
professional level of the workplace environment, which supports the 
passive adoption of Web 2.0. 
8. Web 2.0 maturity is a critical motivator for adoption because when 
once maturity is reached, it is self-sustaining. However, Web 2.0 
maturity requires strong organisational support, proactive individuals 
and time. 
The outcome of this study is the adoption model labelled: the Model of 
Employees’ Adoption of Enterprise 2.0, which in summary, is significant for the 
following reasons. First, the preliminary adoption influences were confirmed. New 
dimensions related to these preliminary adoption influences as well as a number of 
new influences were identified. More importantly, the final model explores how all 
of these adoption influences impact employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. The model 
developed in this study describes the adoption process within an enterprise. 
According to this model, Web 2.0 adoption is a complex and dynamic process that is 
influenced by interrelationships among individual, organisational and technological 
issues. 
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Chapter 7 Conclusion  
In this study, employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations was 
investigated to enhance understanding of this phenomenon. In particular, this study 
aimed to understand how employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 is influenced in order to 
make its implementation successful. This chapter concludes the current study in the 
following three sections. The first section of this chapter (Section 7.1) summarises 
the key findings of the study in relation to the research questions. Section 7.2 
outlines the contribution of this study to research. Also, implications for practice will 
be identified next in Section 7.3. This chapter outlines the current study limitations 
and suggests further research in Section 7.4. Section 7.5 concludes the chapter. 
7.1 Summary of the Key Findings 
The research questions were: 
1. What are the issues that influence Web 2.0 adoption within 
organisations? 
2. How do these issues influence employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within 
organisations? 
The findings that were revealed when investigating these research questions 
will be presented below. Section 7.1.1, summarises the characteristics of Web 2.0 
adoption. Section 7.1.2 summarises the findings related to question 1 and Section 
7.1.3 summarises the findings related to question 2. 
7.1.1 Characteristics of Web 2.0 adoption 
This study found four general characteristics of the adoption of Enterprise 2.0  
technologies. First, the adoption of Web 2.0 within the workplace is challenging. It is 
influenced by many interrelated issues that make adoption a lengthy and arduous 
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process. Among the adoption challenges is recognising Web 2.0 usefulness in work 
contexts and enhancing its maturity. These challenges require management as well as 
employees’ efforts to achieve Web 2.0 benefits and enhance its maturity, and make 
its adoption successful. 
Second, Web 2.0 is used for two purposes: social and business. Employees use 
Web 2.0 to facilitate work activities and to socialise. Retaining employees, 
developing communities and connecting with colleagues are most important benefits 
from the social use of Web 2.0. Although the social use of Web 2.0 is beneficial, its 
business focus is perceived to be more important. Collaborating on performing work 
activities such as project tasks and bidding proposals, and learning and knowledge 
sharing are examples of business related uses of Web 2.0. This study found that 
organisational practice provides the basis for how Web 2.0 is used within 
organisation either for social or business matters. 
The third adoption characteristic that was identified is the way that 
users/employees engage with Web 2.0. In this research, three ways of engaging with 
Web 2.0 were identified: active/passive, frequent/less frequent and 
collaborative/non-collaborative adoption. The ideal engagement with Web 2.0 occurs 
when it is adopted frequently, actively and collaboratively. There are many adoption 
influences as summarised in Table 4.1. These influences impact on employees’ level 
of engagement with Web 2.0. For example, issues such as employees’ heavy 
workloads, employees’ lack of confidence, and the effort required to use a particular 
Web 2.0 tool such as wiki, leads to employees’ low engagement with Web 2.0. 
Fourth, the adoption of Enterprise 2.0 is a process that develops and changes 
over time due to the influence of a range of interrelated issues. Some of these issues 
are dynamic in nature such as the usefulness of Web 2.0, the maturity of Web 2.0, 
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and social influences. The increase of Web 2.0 maturity dynamically influences Web 
2.0 adoption and motivates it. In short, the adoption of Web 2.0 is described as a 
process because it occurs and develops over time, it changes in nature and it is 
influenced by various interrelated adoption issues. 
7.1.2 Research question 1: findings 
The reader is reminded that the second research question was: What are the 
issues that influence Web 2.0 adoptions within organisations? 
The adoption of Web 2.0 technologies by employees within organisations is a 
complex phenomenon which is influenced by the interaction of many issues. The 
adoption issues found in this study are represented in eight themes: People Traits, 
Social Influence, Trust, Technological Attributes, Relevance of Web 2.0, Web 2.0 
Maturity, Organisational Support, and Organisational Practice, as presented in the 
following table (Table 7.1). 
Table ‎7.1 Enterprise 2.0 Adoption Themes and Sub-themes 
Enterprise 2.0 Adoption Themes and Sub-themes 
Enterprise 2.0 
Adoption themes 
Description Sub-themes 
People’s Traits 
 
People’s traits refer to the 
adoption issues related to 
individual employees’ 
personality and demographic 
characteristics. 
 Demographic 
 Personality 
Social Influence 
 
Social influence refers to 
employees’ influence on each 
other that shapes their attitudes or 
actions in relation to adopting 
Web 2.0. 
 Group norm 
 Employees’ image 
 Corporate networking 
 Web 2.0 communities 
Trust 
 
Trust refers to employees’ 
reliance on each other’s integrity 
while using Web 2.0 as well as 
the ability to contribute useful 
content on Web 2.0. 
 Trusting colleagues’ honesty 
 Trusting colleagues’ capability 
Technological 
Attributes 
 
This adoption theme refers to 
Web 2.0 technological attributes 
such as the transparency of Web 
 Friendliness 
 Reliability 
 Mobility 
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2.0.  Technical compatibility 
 Discoverability 
 Transparency 
 Web 2.0 type 
Relevance of Web 2.0 This adoption theme refers to the 
relevance of adopting Web 2.0 
and its usefulness for employees 
within the workplace. 
 Web 2.0 Usefulness 
 Need for Web 2.0 content and 
work  
 Web 2.0 fit 
Maturity 
 
This adoption theme refers to the 
state of Web 2.0 for being perfect 
in terms of its content and the 
level of participation in it. 
 Richness of Web 2.0 content 
 Critical mass  
Organisational Support 
 
This adoption theme refers to the 
support provided by management 
as well as employees which 
encourages and facilitates Web 
2.0 adoption. 
 Web 2.0 Strategy 
 Training 
 Gratitude or recognition 
 Management role 
Organisational Practice 
 
This theme refers to current 
business activities and values as 
well as the nature of the 
workforce that influences 
employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. 
 Business model 
 Nature of workforce  
 Organisational culture 
 
7.1.3 Research question 2: Findings 
The reader is reminded that the second research question was: How do these 
issues influence employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations? This research 
question was addressed by two points. The first point describes the influence of each 
adoption issue in terms of motivation and hindrance as well as the influence on 
active, passive and collaborative adoption of Web 2.0. The second point discusses 
the interrelation among the adoption issues and that impact on adoption. These two 
points are summarised below. 
Firstly, the influence of adoption issues can be positive and motivate 
employees’ adoption of Web 2.0. For example, the user-friendliness of Web 2.0 and 
providing training are motivating influences that encourage employees to adopt Web 
2.0. Other adoption issues can be motivators as well hindrances such as group norms 
and business models. If the business model requires the use of a technology such as 
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Web 2.0 to support employees’ collaboration, this business model is a motivator and 
vice versa. In addition, there are issues that influence the level of active adoption, the 
frequency of adoption, and collaborative adoption such as Web 2.0 policy. On the 
other hand, there are adoption issues that influence only one or two modes of 
adoption such as the need for and the richness of Web 2.0 content which influences 
the passive adoption of Web 2.0. This means that the richer that Web 2.0 content is, 
the more motivated employees will be to access Web 2.0 to read its content. A 
summary of how the different issues influence adoption in terms of motivation, 
hindering, as well as the engagement modes (active, passive) is presented in Chapter 
5 (Table 5.10, 5.11 and 5.12). 
Secondly, the adoption issues interrelate with each other during the adoption 
process. This suggests that there might be associations between an adoption issue and 
other adoption issues, hence influencing adoption. For example, the social influence 
of image on employees’ adoption is associated with employees’ level of confidence. 
This means that if an employee has a self-confident image, this could motivate this 
particular employee to adopt Web 2.0 to enhance her/his image. In addition to the 
associations among Web 2.0 adoption issues, they could interrelate by, for example, 
enhancing or creating each other. By looking at Figure 5.1 in Chapter 5, the social 
influence of community as well as the technological influence of transparency helps 
in enhancing employees trust in Web 2.0, hence motivating employees to adopt it. 
The adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations develops and changes over time. 
Some of the adoption issues are dynamic in nature such as the usefulness of Web 2.0, 
the maturity of Web 2.0, and the social influences. For example, Web 2.0 maturity 
influences Web 2.0 adoption dynamically. When Web 2.0 was introduced to the 
research participants’ organisations, its maturity was low but it grew over time in 
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these organisations as many employees contributed content and participated. 
Therefore, the influence of an adoption issue such as Web 2.0 maturity changes 
(increases), hence the adoption changes (increases) in frequency as well as in the 
level of engagement. Another example could show a possible decease in the adoption 
of Web 2.0 when new employees use Web 2.0 as a training source. The need for 
these employees to use Web 2.0 ceases when they acquire the necessary skills or 
knowledge. The Figure 7.1 (below) summarises employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 
within organisations. (It has also been presented at the end of Chapter 5). 
 
 
 
 
Figure ‎7.1 Model of Employees’ adoption of Enterprise 2.0 
7.2 Contribution of the Study to Research 
Despite the dominance of quantitative approach in IT/IS adoption research, the 
qualitative approach can provide enhanced understanding of information technology 
(IT) in use (Recker, 2013). Employing qualitative approach in the current study has a 
number of advantages. It has supported the researcher in capturing the complexity of 
employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within enterprises. Using such an approach, this 
study explored and provided in-depth explanations of the multidimensional process 
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of Web 2.0 adoption. Also, it helped enrich our understanding of how people’s 
adoption of technologies is influenced, extending the spectrum of possible 
explorations in IT/IS adoption research. 
The findings of this research provide useful contributions to the body of 
knowledge regarding employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations. There 
are three main contributions: describing Enterprise 2.0 adoption characteristics, 
identifying Web 2.0 adoption influences and developing an Enterprise 2.0 adoption 
model. 
Firstly, the previous literature such as Rogers (1995) described the adoption of 
an innovation by focussing on the occurrence mechanism of the adoption which 
includes five steps: Knowledge, Persuasion, Decision, Implementation, and 
Confirmation. This is a stage-by-stage conceptualisation of the adoption process 
(Slappendel 1996), which involves analysing a sequence of adoption activities rather 
than the dynamic and continues change of the adoption over time. The current 
research describes the adoption of Web 2.0 as a dynamic process where employees’ 
adoption and level of engagement with Web 2.0 changes over time. Also, Jeyaraj and 
Sabherwal (2008) described the adoption of information systems by classifying the 
level of adoption into: full adoption and partial adoption. Such classification is based 
on the number of IT features used by users. In contrast, the current study describes 
the level of Web 2.0 adoption in terms of frequency, engagement and collaboration. 
This means that Web 2.0 can be used frequently or less frequently, passively or 
actively and collaboratively or non-collaboratively. According to Teo, Lim and Lai 
(1999) frequency is an important dimension of the adoption of Internet, aligning with 
the findings of the current study. Yet, this research further identifies ‘type of usage’ 
to expand the concept of Web 2.0 adoption within organisations. The ‘type of usage’ 
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refers to the reason for adopting Web 2.0 within this context which includes:  
business and social matters. 
In summary, this research indicates four characteristics that describe Web 2.0 
adoption: adoption is challenging, type of usage, degree of engagement, and adoption 
is a process. These characteristics indicate that within organisations: 
1. Enterprise Web 2.0 adoption is a lengthy and arduous process, due to 
issues in recognising its usefulness and achieving its maturity. 
2. There are two main uses of Web 2.0: social and business. Employees 
use Web 2.0 to facilitate work activities and to socialise. 
3. There are three ways of engaging with Web 2.0: active/passive, 
frequent/less frequent and collaborative/non-collaborative adoption. 
4. Enterprise Web 2.0 adoption is a process that develops and changes 
over time due to the influence of interrelated issues which might be 
dynamic in nature.  
Secondly, this study examined the adoption influences on Web 2.0 identified in 
eight themes: People Traits, Social Influence, Trust, Technological Attributes, 
Relevance of Web 2.0, Web 2.0 Maturity, Organisational Support, and 
Organisational Practice. Furthermore, the “interactive process” perspective of the IT 
adoption was supported in this study by mapping the adoption issues into three 
broader categories: individual, innovation and context. In this research, studying the 
adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations used a context that extended the 
understanding of IS/IT adoption and contributed to the literature as follows: 
1. Identifying new adoption influences (themes) about employees’ use of 
Web 2.0, including Web 2.0 maturity and organisational practice. 
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2. Extending adoption influences (themes) by adding new sub-themes 
such as organisational Web 2.0 culture, Web 2.0 content, Web 2.0 
transparency and Web 2.0 communities. 
3. Adding new diminutions of IT adoption sub-themes, such as extending 
the adoption influence “usefulness” into: long-term usefulness, soft 
benefits, and the changing nature of usefulness. 
4. Confirming IT/IS adoption influences (themes), such as organisational 
support and technology/innovation characterises, in the context of Web 
2.0 adoption within organisations. 
5. Confirming IT/IS adoption influences (sub-themes), such as 
technology usefulness and technology ease of use in the context of 
Web 2.0 adoption within organisations. 
Thirdly, this study developed the Enterprise 2.0 adoption model. It shows how 
employees’ adoption and ways of engagement with Web 2.0 are influenced by a 
range of interrelated issues (motivators, hindrances). This model identifies the 
adoption influences in eight themes and illustrates the interrelations among them. 
Informed by the “interactive process” perspective on IT adoption, this model 
indicates that Web 2.0 adoption is a process that develops and changes over time. 
7.3 Implications of the Study to Practice 
The findings of this study have significant implications for the practice of 
organisations and vendors. The implications are relevant to organisations intending 
to implement Web 2.0 assist the success of their businesses. Adopting such 
technology may provide organisations with the opportunity to join a global 
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movement to harness collective ensilages, foster innovations and achieve competitive 
advantages. The following are some useful considerations for organisations: 
1. Organisational readiness to implement Web 2.0 is an important 
consideration as it helps in assuring a successful implementation of 
Web 2.0 within organisations. Readiness is centred around business or 
business activities, organisational values and employees as follows: 
a. Understanding the business and business activities and ensuring 
their need of Web 2.0 is essential. Also, assessing how Web 2.0 
can be used to advance the business is important as not all 
business activities can benefit from Web 2.0. 
b. Organisational characteristics such as organisational size are 
another consideration. For example, small companies, with 
employees based in one office have a low need to implement 
Web 2.0, particularly for social purposes, 
c. On the other hand, large organisations or organisations that are 
geographically distributed are most likely to require Web 2.0 
technologies to retain employees, enhance employees’ 
knowledge or experience, and facilitate employees’ 
collaboration. 
d. Checking the need and readiness of employees to collaborate on 
work activities, which could occur over Web 2.0, is an 
important consideration. For example, if there is no role synergy 
or common goals among employees, the need to use Web 2.0 
for collaboration is minimal. 
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e. Organisational values and beliefs that support employees’ 
collaboration and knowledge sharing are important. These could 
ensure employees’ motivation to participate and engage with 
other colleagues via Web 2.0, 
f. Also, organisational belief in the importance of employee 
empowerment is another indication of the readiness to 
implement Web 2.0. This makes employees motivated to share 
their thoughts and ideas with their colleagues and managers 
over Web 2.0. 
g. Individual employees are also a predictor of the readiness of 
organisations to implement Web 2.0 technologies. For example 
the existence of many young employees could suggest the 
acceptance and use of these technologies. 
h. The existence of as many Web 2.0 enthusiasts as possible, in 
particular those who have an influence on many other 
employees, is an important Web 2.0 readiness indicator. 
i. Managers’ appreciation of the value of implementing Web 2.0 
within organisation also matters. 
j. The existence of employee groups such as communities of 
interest or practice is another indication of readiness. These 
groups would be interested in utilising Web 2.0 and having a 
virtual space to host their activities and participations. 
2. It is important for organisations to select the appropriate Web 2.0 tools 
that suit organisational needs. Knowing Web 2.0 types, purposes and 
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their attributes is the basis of selecting relevant Web 2.0 enterprise 
systems. In addition, understanding Web 2.0 technological attributes 
would assist in overcoming their negative influence as well as 
strengthening their positive influence. 
3. Identification of likely adopters and non-adopters among employees is 
important. Demographic as well as personality traits help in identifying 
Web 2.0 adopters and non-adopters. So they can be approached 
appropriately to support Web 2.0 adoption. 
4. It is beneficial for organisations to understand the impact of social 
influences on Web 2.0 adoption for overcoming issues and for 
exploiting opportunities. Social influence is associated with the 
relevance and maturity of Web 2.0, and helps in enhancing its 
usefulness and in sustaining it. 
5. Web 2.0 in the workplace is an emerging technology, challenged by 
employees’ level of awareness, unsupported culture, and its long 
maturity time; therefore Web 2.0 needs organisational support to 
succeed. 
6. Web 2.0 maturity, including richness of content as well sufficient level 
of participation, needs to be achieved as quickly as possible to motivate 
employees’ adoption of such technology. Organisational support is an 
essential driver towards Web 2.0 maturity. Therefore, planning Web 2.0 
implementation and providing continuous support should be considered 
by management and Web 2.0 champions. 
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There are implications for the vendors of Enterprise 2.0 technologies in 
designing these systems in a way that encourages, enhances and maintains 
employees’ adoption of such systems. Consequently, vendors need to develop 
effective Web 2.0 for organisations. Eight main implications for vendors are 
identified as follows: 
1. Ease of use is an important requirement that should be considered 
when designing Web 2.0 because it encourages employees to 
experiment with these tools and then continue to use them. 
2. Some Web 2.0 tools are difficult to learn and use such as wikis, which 
influence their adoption negatively. Therefore, wiki vendors need to 
consider this issue and design easier wikis. 
3. Based on consideration number (2), vendors might overcome the 
complexity issue by providing online video tutorials and examples on 
how to use Web 2.0 tools such as wikis. These tutorials save 
employees effort and time when exploring and learning to use such 
systems. 
4. Designing Web 2.0 similar to popular online social network such as 
Facebook is an effective way to make them more adoptable and 
perceived as being easy to use. 
5. The ability to use Web 2.0 on mobile devices such as smart phones is 
effective in increasing employees’ usage of theme regardless of the 
busy work environment. The mobility feature of Web 2.0 facilitates 
employees’ use of Web 2.0 at a time and place that suit them most such 
as on the train while commuting. 
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6. Based on consideration number (5), it is important to enhance the input 
unit capabilities in the mobile version of Web 2.0 such as entering text 
using voice recognition feature. This would enhance the active 
adoption in creating Web 2.0 content, hence enhancing the value of 
Web 2.0. 
7. Transparency is an important feature not just for making Web 2.0 
content and participation visible, but also to enhance the quality of 
these two activities through colleagues’ moderating. 
8. Yet, transparency might limit some employees’ engagement due to 
personality issues such as confidence in talking to a broad audience. 
Therefore, it might be useful to add several levels of transparency with 
the ability to adjust them according to the preferences of teams, groups 
or communities. 
9. Organisations adopt Web 2.0 for different purposes such as social, 
collaboration and knowledge sharing. Also, the relevance level of these 
tools to organisations varies. Therefore, vendors understanding of these 
differences needs to guide the development of appropriate Web 2.0 
tool to meet organisations’ needs. 
10. Based on consideration number (9), Web 2.0 venders might decide to 
develop Web 2.0 as a package of tools or as a single tool. Developing a 
package of Enterprise 2.0 tools enhances the compatibility among 
these tools. Yet, not all organisations need to adopt all various Web 2.0 
types. 
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7.4 Limitations and Further Research 
Most research is subject to some limitations and this research is no exception 
as it has three limitations. 
This study employed qualitative research to explore and gain a deep 
understanding of the research phenomenon in all its complexity. Qualitative research 
is criticised for the use of small and less representative samples whose findings are 
not generalisable. This study used small samples and the findings are unique to the 
context of thirty one participants involved in this study. Yet, these findings might be 
applicable to other similar settings. 
Additionally, using data collection techniques such as semi-structured 
interviews is another limitation. The interview data are based on participants’ 
accounts; hence they should be treated as perceptions. Despite this limitation, the 
study data were collected from a number of participants and the analysis shows 
similarities among their responses which suggests the credibility of their accounts. 
This study shows that adoption issues influence the way that people engage 
with Web 2.0 including active/passive, frequency and collaborative/non 
collaborative. Yet, the analysis provided only limited data on collaborative/non 
collaborative adoption. More research is required to examine the influence of the 
adoption issues on the collaborative use of Web 2.0. 
This research project has investigated employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 as well 
as providing some basis for further studies. The comprehensive model developed in 
this study can be further explored as a whole or in part in different industries within 
small, medium and large organisations. This would help in examining its 
applicability in other contexts and confirm or extend the research findings. 
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Future research might develop an Enterprise 2.0 readiness tool using a design 
science approach. This study indicated that considering existing organisational 
practices is an important preliminary step in Enterprise 2.0 implementation. Thus, 
developing a tool to assess organisations’ readiness prior to Web 2.0 implementation 
is important. Such an assessment tool would help to ensure the successful 
implementation of Enterprise 2.0. 
7.5 Conclusion 
This chapter has concluded this thesis by summarising the key findings. This 
study found that the adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations is a challenging and 
dynamic process that requires time and support to make it successful. Employees’ 
adoption of such technologies is influenced by number of interrelated issues. These 
adoption issues are represented in eight themes: People Traits, Social Influence, 
Trust, Technological Attributes, Relevance of Web 2.0, Web 2.0 Maturity, 
Organisational Support, and Organisational Practice. Also, this chapter highlighted 
the study’s contribution to research as well as its implication for practice. The 
contribution of this study to research includes: describing Web 2.0 adoption 
characteristics within organisations, identifying Web 2.0 adoption influences and 
developing an Enterprise 2.0 adoption model based on the “interactive process” 
perspective of the adoption of innovations. This study also has significant 
implications for the practice of successfully implementing Web 2.0 within 
organisations. There are also implications for the vendors of Enterprise 2.0 
technologies in terms of enhancing the design of these systems in a way that 
encourages employees’ adoption of these technologies. Lastly, this chapter identifies 
the limitations of this study followed by suggesting further research to extend this 
study. 
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Appendix A 
 
Invitation Letter (Focus Groups) 
 
 
 
Dear participant, 
 
UNDERSTANDING THE EXPERIENCES AND CHALLENGES OF USING WEB 2.0 TOOLS 
WITHIN ORGANISATIONS.  
 
Fayez Alqahtani, Dr. Jason Watson and Associate Professor Helen Partridge from the 
Information Discipline, Faculty of Science and Technology are currently conducting a 
study on how employees are experiencing the use of Web 2.0 tools within 
organisations and how their intention to adopt these tools. This study in particular 
will focus on the implementation of social applications such as wiki, blogs, social 
bookmarking and social networking sites. In this research, would like to know the 
factors that have an impact (motivators or barriers) on employees to use Web 2.0 
technology within workplace. 
 
In relation to this, would like to invite you to participate in a focus group as the 
selected participant to have a say in this study as you have experienced adopting 
Web 2.0. Would you be willing to meet for 1 and half hour for the discussion 
followed by 30 minute for lunch? We will assure you that all feedbacks and 
responses are anonymous and will be treated confidentially.  
 
We hope that you will be able to spare the time to take part in this research and 
your contribution will be very much appreciated. 
 
If you have any questions or require further information about the project, please 
contact ja.watson@qut.edu.au or fayez.alqahtani@student.qut.edu.au. Thank you 
very much for your help. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Dr. Jason Watson  
School of Information Technology 
Faculty of Science and Technology 
Email: ja.watson@qut.edu.au 
Tel: +617 31381656 
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Appendix B 
 
Interview and Discussion Guide 
 
 
 
 
 
Research Team:  Dr. Jason Watson, Assoc. Prof Helen Partridge, Fayez Hussain 
Alqahtani  
Information System Discipline, Faculty of Science and 
Technology,  
QUT Gardens Point, Brisbane, Australia 
Tel: (07) 31381921 
 
Introduction: 
This focus groups discussion will include questions about organisations’ experience 
of using web 2.0 tools such as wikis, blogs and social bookmarking. 
 
Warming up questions: 
1. What web 2.0 tools have you used (wiki, blog, forum, social networking, and 
social bookmarking)? 
 
2. What are you/ your organisation trying to achieve by using web 2.0 tools? 
 
Main focus group questions: 
1. How do you evaluate the employee’s level of adoption of web 2.0 tools? 
 
2. From your point of view what are the key factors (motivators or barriers) that 
impact employees’ adoption or acceptance to use web 2.0 within your organisation or 
your department? 
 
3. What do you think about the following? 
 
 The impact of technological characteristics (like ease of use, compatibility, system quality, usefulness 
and enjoyment) of web 2.0 tools on employees’ adoption of web 2.0. 
 
 The impact of knowledge sharing factors (like individual willingness to share, organisation sharing 
culture and reciprocal benefit) on employees’ adoption of web 2.0. 
 
 The employees’ trust factors (including trust of participants’ honesty, participants’ capabilities, content 
quality, recognition and reciprocity) impact on employees’ adoption of web 2.0. 
 
 Social influence (like social norms, social networking, critical mass and reputation) impacts on 
employees’ adoption of web 2.0. 
 
 The employees’ ability and skills to author and share their knowledge impact on their adoption of Web 
2.0. 
 
 Resource availability (e.g. management providing awareness, training, reward and time) for employees 
impact on their adoption of web 2.0. 
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Closure: 
1. Ask them to identify other colleagues who could be potential participants for this 
research project. 
 
2. Thanking participant 
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Appendix C 
 
Information sheet and consent forms (Focus groups) 
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Appendix D 
 
Focus Group Protocol and Evaluation Form 
 
Rank the following factors according to their importance in impacting 
employees to adopt and use Web 2.0. Explain why and how. 
 
Ranks are: 
1: not important, 2: important, 3: very important 
 
General Factors Rank 
Technology   
Social influence  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Knowledge sharing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Trust 
 
 
 
Resources availability 
 
 
 
Self efficacy  
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Appendix E 
 
Interview Protocol 
 
 
 
 
Research Team: Mr. Fayez Hussain Alqahtani, Dr. Jason Watson, Professor Helen 
Partridge 
Information Discipline, Faculty of Science and Technology,  
QUT Gardens Point, Brisbane, Australia 
 
Aim: 
 
The aim of this interview is to get insights from employees about the adoption of 
Web 2.0 tools such as wikis, blogs and social bookmarking within organisations. An 
in-depth understanding of why and how employees are influenced to adopt or reject 
Web 2.0 tools needs to be obtained through this interview. 
 
Estimated time:  
1 hour for the entire duration of the interview session  
  
The interview session consists of four parts (A, B, C and D): 
 
A. Introduction to the interview (5 mins) 
 
Greeting  
Introduction to the research project 
 Purpose of the interview 
 Confidentiality 
Consent process 
 Individual opinion or experience (no right or wrong) 
 Audio recording  
 
B.  Demographics information (2mins) 
 
Name:              Age:   Contact:  
Job title:              Dept:   Years of 
experience:  
Organisation name:                                     Business domain: 
Number of employees in your Org & Dept:  
  
C. Main interview questions (50 mins) 
 
First let us talk about your organisation and the use of Web 2.0 within your 
organisation  
 
1. Tell me more about the role of your organisation. 
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2. Could you please list Web 2.0 tools used in your organisation (e.g. wiki, blogs, 
microblogging, social networking, and social bookmarking)? 
 
3. For each Web 2.0 tool you have listed, could you explain the following points:  
a. What your organisation is trying to achieve by introducing Web 2.0 in your 
workplace? 
b. How web 2.0 has been used in your organisations?  
c. How successful is the use of Web 2.0 within your organisation? Why is 
that? 
 
Now we will move to talk about your own personal experience with Web 2.0 within 
your organisation  
  
4. Tell me about your use of Web 2.0 within your organisation? 
 
 Prompt: 
 Do you use it? 
 How often do you use it? 
 What do you use it for? 
 What types of use (add, modify, comment, and retrieve) do you 
perform on Web 2.0? 
 How long did it take you to be a Web 2.0 user? And how do you 
end up using it? 
 
In the next couple of questions, we will talk about the reasons behind your adoption 
of Web 2.0 and how have you been influenced in different ways. 
 
5. What do think influenced your adoption of web 2.0? 
 
Prompt: 
 Could you please tell me about these influences?  
 What do you think of Web 2.0’s technological aspects. Does it have 
an impact on your adoption? Why is that? 
 How about knowledge sharing - does it influence the adoption in 
any way? 
 Tell me about trust if it has an impact on web 2.0 adoption. 
 Are there social reasons you think have influenced the adoption of 
Web 2.0? What are they?  
 How about your ability and skills in using Web 2.0? Do they 
influence your adoption? 
 Can you think of issues related to resource availability for you? 
 Tell me about any organisational matter which you think has 
influenced your adoption. 
 
6. How has  the adoption issues influenced you? 
 
 Prompt: 
 Do they motivate or hinder? And why? 
 Explain more about how it influences your adoption of Web 2.0 
tools? 
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D.  Closure (3 mins) 
  
3. State what will happen next in this research project: 
Transcribing  
Member checking  
Starting analysing the interview data  
 
4. Ask participants to identify other colleagues who could be potential participants for 
this research project. 
 
5. Thanking participants 
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Appendix F 
 
Letter Requesting People to Nominate Interviewees 
 
Hello ______  
 
My name is Fayez and we've ___________ awhile ago. The reason I am e-mailing you is to 
ask for your favour to nominate potential participant for an interview.  
 
I'm currently undergoing my PhD at QUT and my study explores the adoption of Web 2.0 in 
enterprises. I would like to conduct interviews to understand more about employees’ 
engagement with Web 2.0 within organisations. Could you please introduce me to some 
potential participants (employees who supposed to use Web 2.0 or they already have used 
Web 2.0) from your organisation. 
 
I'm thanking you in advance for taking the time to respond to my email. I'm confident this 
research in a way will benefit organisations on their future engagement with Web 2.0 
technology. I can assure you that the interview will meet QUT ethics requirement. 
 
Looking forward to receiving feedback from you. 
 
Best regards, 
Fayez Alqahtani 
PhD Candidate, QUT 
M: +61 412 235 922 
E: fayez.alqahtani@student.qut.edu.au 
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Appendix G 
 
Invitation Letter (Individual Interviews) 
 
 
Hello ______  
 
You are a potential participant in my research as it has been suggested by 
_______. Therefore, I am e-mailing you to introduce myself and my project to 
you. 
  
My name is Fayez and I'm currently undergoing my PhD at QUT. My study 
explores the adoption of Web 2.0 (wikis, blogs, twitter...) in enterprises. I 
would like to interview you to understand more about employees’ 
engagement with Web 2.0 within organisations. 
  
Knowing you as a user or potential user of Web 2.0 in your organisation, I 
would like to get your own experience about adopting Web 2.0 within your 
organisations. 
 
I'm thanking you in advance for taking the time to respond to my email. I'm 
confident this research in a way will benefit organisations on their future 
engagement with Web 2.0 technology. I can assure you that the interview will 
meet QUT ethics requirement. 
 
Please do not hesitate to request any further clarification; I am looking 
forward to hear from you. 
 
Best regards, 
Fayez Alqahtani 
PhD Candidate, QUT 
M: +61 412 235 922 
E: fayez.alqahtani@student.qut.edu.au 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix H 
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Introduction to the Interviews 
 
Greeting: 
Fayez:  Hi ____. How are you today? 
____: Good...Good, How about you? 
Fayez: I am good. Actually I am happy to be here to interview you and to get 
interesting insights from you. Thanks for taking part in this research. 
____: You are welcome Fayez and it is my pleasure to help. 
Fayez: Shell we start ____? Are you ready? 
 
Introducing the research project: 
My research project is about employees’ adoption of Web 2.0 within organisations. 
We would like to understand why and how employees are influenced to adopt or use 
Web 2.0 inside their organisations.  
We have completed two stages of this project and that includes doing a literature 
review and two focus group sessions. 
 
The purpose of the interview: 
The next phase is to extend our understanding via one-to-one interviews. So, the aim 
of this interview is to get insights from employees about the adoption of Web 2.0 
tools such as wikis, blogs and social bookmarking within organisations. I would like 
to know why and how you have been influenced with regard to Web 2.0 adoption 
within your organisation. 
 
Confidentiality 
Please feel free to provide your response based on your experience with Web 2.0 
adoption. There is no right or wrong answer and we are interested in your opinion. 
Also your responses are very confidential and your name and your organization’s 
names will remain anonymous. 
 
Consent process 
This is a consent form which explains my project and shows that it is approved by 
the QUT ethics committee. Also, it requests your signature to participate in this 
interview. Finally, I want o tell you that this interview will be audio recorded to help 
me transcribe and analyze the interview. 
  
 237 
Appendices 237 
Appendix I 
 
Interview Pilot (1) Reflection 
 
Interview Date: 28 April 2011 
Interview Time: 10:30 – 12:00 
 
1. The background information about the organisation is good and rich but there 
is need to know the structure of the business office here and give a brief 
description of the business unit. Note: there is a need to distinguish between 
business units and department. 
2. If the following interview will be with an employee from the same 
organisation, get more background info about the business unit rather than 
about the whole organisation because it is already covered. 
3. When the interviewee talked about using wiki as KM and to build the 
community, I forget to ask about giving examples about the use of wiki as 
KM and building community. 
4. More insightful answer could be provided for Q3 if the interviewee is a Web 
2.0 champion. 
5. More detailed and insightful answer could be provided for Q4 by non Web 
2.0 champion. 
6. The introduction of the last section needs to be improved. 
7. The interview took longer than it is planned: 
a. I think every interview that will be with Web 2.0 champion is more 
likely to be longer due to the extended discussion about organisational 
background. 
b. To save time, a balance between section 3 and 4 is needed. 
8. It is more likely that section 4 will take more time than it is planned. 
9. Need to enhance asking why and how in relation to the adoption issues and 
request to give example. 
 
Interview pilot (2) reflection 
 
Interview Time: 29 April 2011 
Interview Time: 11:00 – 12:15 
 
1- Avoid moving staff around the recording machine while the interviewee is 
talking to minimise the noise. Usually I tend to move staff and check the 
recording at the beginning of the interview when the interviewee starts giving 
the background information about himself and the company. 
2- When there is an interesting point to stress and ask about while the 
interviewee is talking, just ask about it when the interviewee finishes his 
sentence and do not leave it until another part of the interview as you might 
forget about it. 
3- Interviewees are different. Some of them are active and some not and need to 
know how to deal with people who are not active to get the best participation 
out of them. 
4- Try to improve motivating participants to talk and extend the discussion using 
body language and eye contact to minimise the interference caused by the 
interviewer.  
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Appendix J 
 
Information sheet and consent forms (Individual Interviews) 
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Appendix K 
 
Example of Interview Script 
I = Interviewer 
R = Respondent 
 
I: Actually I’d like to thank you for being part of this project, your input and 
help is very much appreciated. Today we have about one hour of 
conversation interview and I would like actually first to introduce my 
research project. My research is about employees’ adoption of Web2.0 
technologies within organisations. And what we did up until now is we did 
the literature review and the focus groups. And next actually is doing the 
interviews, one to one interviews which will help us to get more in depth 
understanding of the research problem. Actually this interview will extend 
what I have done in an earlier phase of this project, and get more personal 
experience about the adoption of Web2 and we are interested in employees’ 
opinions. So I would like you actually to feel comfortable to provide your 
opinion and what you believe based on your personal experience using and 
adopting Web2.0. There is no right or wrong answers, you know? This is 
your opinion and this is what we are interested in. The response actually is 
very confidential and the name of your organisation will remain anonymous. 
Also we are using recording machine to help us actually go through the 
transcript again and again to give us more understanding and to help us in the 
analysis phase. And also here actually is the consent form, we’ve got the 
ethical clearance approval for doing the interviews. And here after the 
consent form you can have a look at it and also sign, thank you so much.  
R: I’ll do that right now.  
I: Thank you so much.  
Pause for signing form.  
R: What’s today? The fourth?  
I: The fourth. Time passes on very quickly.  
R: I cannot believe how quickly it goes, too quickly.  
I: If you, if you have any questions before we actually start this feel free to ask 
or comment.  
R: Can you share what your research questions are? So I can put it in the context 
of...  
I: Actually what I'm looking at is I would like to understand why employees 
actually are influenced in any way to, with regard to adopting and using 
Web2.0 within their organisations. So Web2.0 like wikis, blogs social 
networks etcetera, etcetera. I would like to know why, what are the issues that 
influence them and how these issues actually influence adapting or rejecting 
Web2.0.  
R: It’s like motivation to adopt?  
I: Exactly, we’d like to understand what motivates them, what hinders them and 
how. Also we are interested in the story behind the process of adopting 
Web2.0, so this is actually what we are focussing on.  
R: Yeah okay.  
I: Also please feel free to ask more questions afterwards. Okay actually the 
interviews actually will have some parts, the first one I would like to get 
some background information about yourself and your organisation and then 
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we’ll start with the interview, the rest of the questions. So I would like to 
actually ask about yourself and if you could, and ask about your organisation. 
If you could you know, include these points.  
R: Just one by one?  
I: Yeah, these are the points I’d like you to cover.  
R: Excellent, okay. So it’s PPP, I'm  XXXX years young, I'm working in a 
XXXX role at the moment with (name of organisation) I’ve been in that 
organisation for about XXXX years in a variety of roles, from initially from a 
customer service front of house role to systems ordered  
I: Excellent.  
R: To where I am now in XXXX, effectively is where we are. So our department 
if you like is the XXXX department and specifically the XXXX section 
where we build, manage and maintain the enterprise XXXX for (name of 
organisation). So part of that function, we also develop reports of that XXXX 
for the XXXX team and also enable the business to actually extract data and 
do their own management and operational reporting as well. So we’re a 
XXXX department but we have a strong XXXX focus within our XXXX, 
there’s a bit of a crossover there. So yeah I work for (name of organisation). 
It’s a changing organisation, rapidly changing organisation so agility and 
ability to go with the changes is important for the organisation. Culturally and 
technically and organisationally it is changing all the time.  
I: Is this a good thing or a bad thing?  
R: It’s a very good thing, very good thing. In fact I don’t think we move quickly 
enough. In some areas we’re not as agile as what we should be for various 
reasons and that probably comes down to the history of the organisation and 
the size of the organisation and it’s a very complex, political environment as 
well.  
I: How big is the organisation?  
R: The organisation is basically a Melbourne-centric, Melbourne/Sydney. We do 
have quite a large presence here in Brisbane.  
I: How big is the office in Brisbane?  
R: It’s difficult to say. I think Brisbane, from my perspective, from a XXXX and 
administration perspective we have a fairly small presence. You’d be talking, 
oh across the whole department probably maybe a couple of thousand, if that.  
I: Just in Brisbane?  
R: Yeah, actually maybe not. It’s hard to say, because we change all the time. 
Certainly its dimension all the time, maybe up to a thousand but it’s...  
I: And just the business unit that you are working in is about one thousand?  
R: Yeah I’d say so. I’d say at a rough guess it might be even less than that 
because the majority are in Melbourne or Sydney. The main presence that we 
have in Brisbane or in Queensland is more from an operational point of view 
where we have the technicians working in the field. But again a lot of that 
work is outsourced to contractors too. But I would say the administration 
office is a fairly small component of the Brisbane and Queensland stock. I’d 
say about a thousand, it might even be less because it’s reducing all the time. 
A lot of that demographic I guess tends to be younger workers over the last 
few years, we’ve gone through a program of bringing younger workers into 
the organisation with new ideas and new ways of running the organisation 
which has been a really good thing. And that is their influence upon the 
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culture has impacted the organisation increasingly so over the last couple of 
years.  
I: Okay interesting. Thank you for providing this background information, now 
I would like actually to move on a little bit and start talking about Web2.0 
technologies within your organisation. So could you please tell us or list the 
Web2.0 tools that are used in your organisation?  
R: Okay it’s quite a complex organisation with a lot of different business units 
and on occasions there are technologies or approaches that are introduced in 
the organisation that may not be visible to me. But across the 
implementations that I'm aware of, we do have a corporate wiki and that is 
confluence wiki that we introduced about eighteen months ago. We do have 
an instillation of Yammer, micro-blocking tool. We do have a corporate 
intranet and we have had this corporate intranet for a number of years. We 
have a whole series of online forums as well which some are more active than 
others, these forums have been our user group forums. We have an electronic 
document management system that’s been in place for a number of years for 
collaboration and sharing documentation. We have share point installation 
that is being deployed in its initial phases of being deployed across the 
organisation.  
I: Share point has some functionality, one of them is blogging. Do you think the 
blogging feature within share point, is present and people use it?  
R: I'm not sure. I haven’t actually had a great deal to do with the share point 
installation because it’s only just been rolled out to certain points of the 
organisation at this stage. It is through the intent of the share point roll out is 
to replace our wiki and replace our current electronic document management 
system. So far as the other functionality around blogging within share point, 
I'm not sure what strategy there is. I haven’t seen any firsthand experience of 
people using that functionality and that tool. It’s fairly immature in its 
deployment.  
I: Is there any other Web2 tools like social networking tool or blogging 
platforms or something like this?  
R: Not as far as I'm aware of, just the mainstream intranet based forums, yeah. 
Probably the complementary wiki platform that we introduced about eighteen 
months ago is first true corporate-wide blogging platform capability that we 
actually introduced to the organisation. It’s I guess, from a culture point of 
view, it’s fairly hierarchical and it appears that some people aren’t aware or 
aren’t comfortable with the sharing in that format at this stage, it’s not, it’s 
not a push.  
I: So if we look at let’s say wiki for example. What do you think, I mean what 
your organisation was trying to achieve by implementing wikis within the 
organisation?  
R: I think one of the things we’re trying to achieve is a lot of the management 
reporting that we do is currently Excel spreadsheet based and there’s another 
program that I'm involved in and putting it into a BI environment so we 
reduce the spreadsheets. But they’re Excel spreadsheets and a lot of people 
email distribution lists, so twenty, thirty, fifty people getting emails of these 
spreadsheets every couple of days or once a week or whatever. Part to 
manage version control, security, all of those problems. So one of the ideas 
behind the wiki, is that’ll use the wiki platform as a distribution tool of each 
reports, used the security that’s in the wiki, used the ability for the report 
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producers to put in commentary within the wiki on certain reports, document 
their processes and knowledge within the wiki and collaborate with others 
around reports and definitions and processes around generating a report. So 
the wiki was introduced as a mechanism to distribute reports but also 
knowledge share around those artefacts. And develop a community around 
that reporting function. That was the purpose of the wiki.  
I: When you mentioned the use of wiki as a distribution tool for reports, how 
can you distinguish this from the document management systems? Are they 
similar? 
R: There’s a number of issues with the past/current reporting mechanism of 
using the electronic document management system, it’s called DME. And one 
of those was that the, that system is frequently offline or slow, it was 
cumbersome. People weren’t using it because it wasn’t user friendly and it 
was resource hungry and it wasn’t reliable. So that was one of the problems 
with that. The other issue was around emailing reports around so the wiki was 
seen as a quick and easy way of getting reports out there, it was reliable, 
maintained by finance, as in myself and a few others initially so we could 
manage the performance, manage the content and from a user perspective, it 
was a really easy tool to upload reports to and using one of the functionalities 
around automatic notification distribution lists were eradicated because 
people with a watch on a page would automatically get a notification saying 
there was a new report there. So it really streamlined the process and offered 
a lot of benefits over the existing corporate document management system 
and the existing process reports. It wasn’t a one-size fits all, there were still 
reasons to use the document management system, still reasons in some cases 
to use email, primarily around security and stuff like that. But the wiki was 
seen as a mechanism that would offer and improve process.  
I: Okay so how can you evaluate the implementation and use of wiki? And then 
also we’ll come back again and talk about Yammer as well. So how 
successful was the use of wiki within your organisation and why is that?  
R: If you asked me that question twelve months ago, I would have said very 
successful initially, it was very successful. The growth of the platform was 
very organic. We basically developed and implemented this wiki within a 
very short timeframe, a very small budget and within a couple of, within two 
weeks we had a wiki up and it was running and it was populated. We did 
minimal road shows or publication about the wiki, it sort of just grew by 
itself, very organically and very quickly over the course of a couple of 
months, we were getting hundreds of users per week, just coming out of 
nowhere. So people were finding out about it by word of mouth without us 
having to really promote it much which was good. So the uptake of it was 
very good, I was very close to the tool at that stage, very much part of my day 
to day activities and I could see the use of the application was very much in 
line with the intent around putting up reports and people accessing the reports 
with these tools, so that was really good.  
I: So what happened now?  
R: One of the disappointing areas I guess was around the knowledge 
collaboration around the reports. It seems, it’s been in place for about 
eighteen months and it seems that a lot of people either aren’t aware of the 
extent of functionality around the blog or the commentary or the 
collaboration aspect within this instance, or they just don’t have the time or 
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don’t see the benefits of doing it so essentially we have this really good 
collaboration tool that’s used really effectively in a lot of organisations but 
effectively all it has done now is another document management system 
without people using extended functionality of collaboration and knowledge 
sharing and discussion and all of those extra benefits that would add value to 
the reporting process and it started out a little bit that way and it started out 
that people were sharing their knowledge and there was discussions around 
particular reports and what those reports meant. So when the CEO or the 
board looked at our reports, they could get some commentary and context 
around those figures and the management reports. That started, but it was just 
a couple of people doing it and I think because there wasn’t really any senior 
champion or senior push to promote that and champion the use of that tool, 
the people who were doing it weren’t being recognised so there wasn’t 
enough discussion or such a small group that they stopped doing it.  
I: This is actually –  
R: And it died.  
I: Yeah, will come to this point again, I would like to get more. Because what 
you’re saying now is something interesting and I would like to dig deep and 
get some examples as well. So let us get back to Yammer, I mean what was 
the purpose of Yammer within the organisation? And how do you evaluate it?  
R: Um, I guess Yammer was started by a different group, I'm not sure of the 
motivation behind it but it popped up around about the same time that our 
confluence wiki popped up and I guess the intent of Yammer was to be a 
supplementary tool for knowledge sharing amongst different user groups and 
there have been a number of user groups established in the Yammer stream. 
But I have noticed that most of the people that use Yammer, majority are in 
the communications, (name of organisation) communications or HR stream. 
There’s minimal use of Yammer in a –  
I: What do you think is the reason why?  
R: It’s interesting because to me there’s minimal use of Yammer to talk about 
work issues. A lot of the conversations with Yammer is, it’s almost like what 
you would say outside of the organisation, it’s almost like what you would 
say in Twitter, like in your personal stream. So there’s people in Yammer, it’s 
the same core of maybe a dozen people who are in related parts of the 
organisation talking about things, not necessarily (organisation) specific. 
Rarely do you see something in there that I would say adds value to the 
organisation. So they’re using it like an internal Twitter feed to an extent, 
talking about more personal issues than organisational issue.  
I: Is it about personal issue in terms of the improving their knowledge or skills 
around something?  
R: No it’s more about social, my football team won on the weekend, there’s a lot 
of that talk.  
I: What other things that you can see on Yammer other than the social aspect? 
That will be...  
R: I would say a lot of people aren’t aware of it. I’ve introduced it to a few 
senior managers and demonstrated how it could be used amongst a team of 
staff within (name of organisation) context. There’s been recognition of its 
value but it’s a low priority. They have other means of communication on the 
telephone and email, it’s still big. It reminds me actually, we do have 
communicator, we do use Microsoft Communicator a fair bit. Because it’s 
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quick, so people... possibly people have a range of tools and Communicator is 
there and that’s the norm within the team. So people might go to 
Communicator to talk about work things, more than they think about going to 
Yammer so maybe Communicator is more front of mind. So we do have 
Microsoft Communicator, come to think of it. And in my work group, a lot 
more people, a lot more people use Communicator than what they do with 
Yammer.  
I: How to compare with Communicator and Yammer?  
R: To me I guess they’re essentially the same as in a micro blog, as in a quick 
thing. I think maybe people feel more comfortable with Communicator 
because it’s a Microsoft Office product, it’s closely aligned with email and 
now in our situation, Yammer is good for sending notes out but 
Communicator does the same thing but it also shows you, because it’s so 
tightly cuddled with Outlook and your calendar, you can see who’s online, 
who’s available, all those kind of things as well. So it’s more tightly cuddled 
with other applications that we use. So possibly people use Communicator 
because they know who’s around and who’s busy and who’s going to reply to 
messages and maybe to see the availability of Communicator there on their 
desktop promotes it, promotes a few more than Yammer which is in the 
background of it a little bit more.  
I: How about some of the online tools? Do you think employees in your 
organisation are using these tools? Like for example when you talk about 
micro blogging. Do they use for example, Twitter for work purpose?  
R: No, no. There, as far as I'm aware, you mean outside of the work 
organisation, work context?  
I: For the purpose of the work, not just for something personally.  
R: We would use Communicator, we definitely use Communicator in a work 
context more than anything else. Because it is quick, it’s often when you’re in 
meetings or on phone calls and you’ve got Communicator going as well, 
having offline conversations about the subject you’re talking about. So whilst 
Yammer isn’t used much, when it is, it tends to be more personal 
conversations. Communicator, in our instance, for those who do use it is 
primarily work related. I would say ninety percent plus of the times it’s 
related to an issue at that point in time, in a phone call or whatever and you’re 
sending messages. So you’re right, some people do use Communicator for 
conversations, some people do use it to see other people’s availabilities. 
Instead of going to Microsoft Calendar, they can look at Communicator, oh 
this green button they’re available, so they send them a message. So thinking 
about it, Communicator is... well would it be the, it’s probably the prime area 
Web2 tool application that we use at the moment.  
I: Thank you so much for that. Now I’d like also to go to other point which is 
actually, I would like to talk more about your personal experience with using, 
adapting Web2 for your organisation. So do you use Web2.0 within your 
organisation?  
R: Yes. We do, I believe we do use it.  
I: Okay so how often do you use it? Whether it’s Yammer or Communicator or 
wiki?  
R: That really depends on the part of the organisation but certainly in my area, 
we use it every day. With the confluence wiki which is imbedded in our 
reporting process in that most of the reports, fifty percent of the reports that 
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we develop and deliver to senior management, go via our compliments wiki 
platform. So we use the content delivery. Yammer I would say very rarely, 
maybe once a week someone might use Yammer. Communicator, yeah every 
day. Communicator is right up there as well.  
I: So do you personally use wiki for helping develop the reports and to help 
with the reports. Also if you use Yammer, what would you use it for?  
R: Yammer itself would, I wouldn’t use it in a work context because there’s very 
few people within my business area that have a Yammer account, that 
actually monitor the Yammer conversations, it’s probably three of us that I 
know of that actually have it active all the time. So there’s no value for me 
putting a message there, there’s been a low take up. So that’s probably part of 
the problem, no one uses it. So there’s no conversations. Whereas 
Communicator is available to everybody, everybody has it by default, not 
everybody uses it but a lot of people do and I can send a message in 
Communicator knowing that it’s going to be seen by the vast majority of my 
group.  
I: So if you look at the.. Your story, when have started using wiki or Yammer 
or Communicator, have you resisted at the beginning of, or you were 
motivated and enthusiasm to use it. Tell me your story since the beginning  
R: For my personal perspective? I'm a champion for Web2 and the wiki 
especially, that’s part of my role at one stage, and deployment and very much 
an advocate for collaboration and knowledge sharing and Web2 is a primary 
way of doing that. The wiki for instance, from my perspective, is a tool that is 
well underutilised that hasn’t had the senior management promotion and 
support and push and guidance that it should have beyond the first six weeks, 
it hasn’t received anything from that. And to give you an example, probably a 
couple of months into the life cycle of the wiki, we had quite a growing 
community, quite a collaborative community, a lot of people providing 
feedback around how we could do things better within the organisation, 
suggestions for improvement, a lot of discussions, open discussions in the 
spirit of the wiki. For instance there was some questions that went up to some 
of the senior leaders for some direction or some feedback or some input and 
there was no response, that happened two or three times where there was a 
question or direction or strategy that was there that could have been answered 
pretty quickly and some direction given by senior leadership that could have 
gone a long way. There was never a response and that went on for some time 
and then I noticed a comment from someone anonymous, some user of the 
system, anonymous saying well what’s the point of doing this if we’re not 
getting feedback or comments or input from the senior leadership? And that’s 
when it started going downhill. That was really disappointing personally 
because it’s something that we promoted and started building a community 
around but weren’t getting true senior leadership buy in, that became 
transparent to the user community so they thought well why should I bother 
using this if they can’t reply to some of our questions so that conversation 
soon dried up and people stopped using that. Disappointing, and still very 
disappointed about that because we had a great opportunity to use the 
extended functionality of the wiki that even that just wasn’t leveraged upon 
our capture at that point in time. So yeah, the... I'm a real, I still am a real 
promoter of the wiki but we’re not using it to its full potential and that’s 
disappointing.  
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I: Okay so what you also mentioned now about the reason behind why is the 
use and the adoption of wikis going down. Can you think of other reasons 
behind this, why is this happening ... from a user perspective, what do you 
think the reasons are?  
R: Yeah I think just a lack of promotion of the wiki, we haven’t done like 
refresher courses. New staff come on board, there hasn’t been any sort of 
program of promotion or development or enhancement. I'm sure that if we 
had the time to show our user community some of the extended functionality 
within the wiki beyond just a document repository, we would get 
engagement. So that hasn’t happened. Also I guess the corporate direction is 
share point and the corporate direction is the electronic document 
management system. So it’s still corporate, the focus is on these other tools, 
not so much on our wiki. So I'm sure other people are sort of waiting for 
these other deployments to get off the ground. Thinking to themselves well 
why should I use wiki when I can use these other tools? That’s the way the 
organisation is going to go. Potentially let’s not use this one. Both those other 
applications have been two years in the building deployment and still aren’t 
completely across the organisation so there’s some delay there. Knowledge is 
a big thing, people just not knowing how to use the wiki properly because 
they haven’t been walked through it. When it was first introduced I ran a lot 
of sessions with a lot of people on the functionality and the concept, 
surprisingly the concept of a Web2 application such as a wiki or a Yammer, 
foreign to a lot of people, even some of the younger demographic, yeah. 
Not... I guess the concept was foreign, probably also an issue of trust as well, 
about being willing to share things on an open forum and not receiving 
negative feedback from their peers or from senior management when they do 
that. Because culturally we’re not there yet, we’re not that type of 
organisation where people feel empowered, where a lot of people feel 
empowered to contribute their own perspective to things. So I think there’s an 
empowerment and trust issue there as well with that tool and yeah .It’s 
interesting, people who I thought would have engaged pretty early on, in 
some cases just didn’t get the concept or were hesitant to be involved until 
others started to do the same then a few of those people came on board. See 
I'm not sure of how much outside of work people have used Web2 
applications beyond Facebook potentially. So there’s probably a knowledge 
thing there and I guess the demographics, as a typical finance person, a little 
bit older and very you know, black and white in their approach of things. 
Whereas if you asked the same question of a marketing department, I know 
there is a guy in the marketing department, he probably got sacked before he 
left the firm, who use it all the time because that social engagement is all part 
of that marketing approach to business whereas finance is very much 
controlled and access to data is quite restricted within (name of organisation) 
so people had that mindset, it’s always in the back of their mind. So there’s a 
cultural change that some people struggle with.  
I: Thank you so much for this rich information. So last question in this section, 
what do you think the organisation could provide or put in place to motivate 
employees to use Web2.0? 
R: I think it’s simply a case of two things, putting in, defining and making 
transparent a champion individual or individuals to really promote the use of 
the Web2 applications and train people, provide them with the education as to 
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the benefits, the functionality and the soft and hard benefits of Web2 
applications across the board. So we need a person or individuals with the 
responsibility to do that within the organisation again. When we had that, we 
had quite a good adoption. As soon as we stopped that being a person’s role, 
it died, so we need that as well. We also need to embed the use of say the 
wiki within their day to day processes and we’ve done that to an extent but 
we need to extend that to some of the extra functionalities so it’s beyond just 
an artefact or a document management system. People use some of the text, 
commentary, blogging capabilities as well to share some of their knowledge 
that they’ve got in their head so it’s not co-defined anywhere. So we need to 
develop behaviours in the way that they work and beyond what we’ve got at 
this stage.  
I: So which one of these issues or this point has the higher priority that you 
could start with?  
R: I would have a champion, I would employ somebody who’s probably not 
their sole role but would be part of their role, at least one individual with 
some level of authority within their space to actually be the promoter of the 
wiki and actually keep it in front of people’s minds and the time that this is 
what they should be doing, this is how they can do it and lead by example. 
We did have initiative way back in the early days called a wiki time where at 
least once a week it was recognised and accepted that we have a couple of 
hours per week, usually on a Friday afternoon, if everything else permitted, 
where people could just focus on the wiki. Either learning more about it or 
just collaborating with others, having a little discussion within the wiki. So 
this wiki time was, worked pretty well for a while. People were allowed to 
take a couple of hours a week out of their normal day to day activities just to 
focus on the wiki and learn more about it and use it in a more relaxed fashion. 
And that really worked as well. But I would say the first step would be to 
recognise somebody, recognition from senior leadership that this person or 
this group of people are wiki champions and they’re here to actually help you 
get more out of these tools, whether it’s wiki, whether it’s Yammer, whether 
it’s other tools that are out there. So actually having somebody responsible 
for promoting the benefits of the Web2 applications. I think that would fix a 
lot of problems pretty quickly.  
. 
. 
. 
End Transcription (page21).  
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Appendix L 
 
Example of Interview Summary 
 
PPP is one of the enthusiastic people about web 2.0 and he was responsible in 
implementing wiki tool in his business unit. So, I could call him a web 2.0 (wiki) 
champion. PPP was very happy with the wiki implementation at the beginning when 
the senior management was supporting it, but after sometime (short time) the 
management stoped supporting wiki and consequently the effective collaborative 
use of wiki has started stopping.  
Another issue that influence the use of wiki is the absence of champion role beyond 
the first period. PPP sees the importance of web 2.0 champion as this person helped 
creating employees’ awareness about the existence of web 2.0 tools, increase 
employees awareness of web 2.0 benefits and usefulness, and training employees 
how to get most out of web 2.0. 
The second important issue that influences the adoption of web 2.0 by employees 
in most effective way and in a collaborative way is embedding the collaborative use 
of web 2.0 (wiki) within the work process. PPP said employees tend to forget 
commenting or creating some discussion around the artefact uploaded on wiki and 
to overcome this issue is to not leave the collaboration and discussion feature 
optional. 
While discussion the technical adoption issue related to web 2.0, PPP agreed 
strongly on the affect of some of them and recognises the effect of others. To 
conclude, PPP used to be wiki champion who is recognised form the organisation to 
do this role but not anymore at the moment. PPP complained about stopping senior 
management support and therefore, the use the wiki is become limited to be used 
as a repository with limited collaboration, discussion and knowledge sharing uses. 
When I look at PPP answer for Q5 (especially paragraph 1), I can see clearly that he 
thinks senior management support is very important to encourage the adoption of 
web 2.0. Such support takes several formats including: been enthusiastic about the 
tool, provide training, prompting it and also, baying in and engaging with employees 
to communicate over web 2.0 is very influential on the web 2.0 adoption process. 
Another interesting point is that, the wiki for instance is not used to its full 
functionality & capability by those who use it. That is employees are missing the 
collaboration side of it.  
 
PPP thinks that the concept of web 2.0 and its capabilities like collaboration and 
empowerment is foreign to most of the people who working in his department 
(finance). Here more than one issue come together and have influence strongly on 
the adoption of wiki in a collaborative way. these issues are the foreign concept of 
the wiki and its collaborative feature, the lack of organisations support to provide 
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training and the demographic if finance employees (age), mindset and their 
approach of doing work is lees social and engaging not like marketing and sales. 
 
When PPP asked by the most important thing to enhance the adoption of web 2.0, 
he said embedding it in the work process and employing a champion. Those two I 
looked at them as drivers that could force the adoption. PPP used to be in a 
champion role and at some stage the adoption of the wiki was quite good, but after 
such role stoped the adoption was getting less. So, I think forcing the adoption is 
not effective because as the driver goes away, the adoption might get affected 
negatively. having said that, there are other side of having web 2.0 champion that 
does not force the adopting but facilitate it like providing awareness and training, so 
there might other issues made the adoption of wiki get affected other than the 
absence of champion. 
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Appendix M 
 
List of Initial Nodes 
 
Usefulness: This node explains the importance of gaining the usefulness and 
benefiting work performance in the adoption process and how web 2.0 would 
be useful.  
Web 2.0 is useful but low priority: This node shows that while adopting web 2.0 
might be encouraged because of the organisations interest to gain soft benefits, 
but those benefit aren’t the priority for employees as well the company 
comparing with the core business tasks. 
Web 2.0 not useful for everyone: this node shows that using web 2.0 is not 
useful in some cases for some employees and this would be according to some 
matters like employees’ roles , roles synergy among employees, web 2.0 
purpose and the relevance of such to purpose to the business needs. 
Web 2.0 benefits: here participant list the benefit of adopting web 2.0 and those 
benefits could be directly benefit the company or benefit gained by employees 
who then directed to company. The top benefit gained by individual directly is 
learning and gaining knowledge form other employees, get recognised from 
their contribution, been aware of the company, its news and updates; and been 
exposed to opportunities within the company. Other directly benefit to the 
company is employees retention, keep employees loyalty, enhance 
collaboration, communication and KS among the company staff. 
Intangible benefit: this node include the intangible benefit employees gain by 
adopting web 2.0 within their organisation and those benefits work as 
motivators to adopt web 2.0. Those benefits include getting recognition and 
enhancing someone carrier, learning new knowledge, making connection with 
colleagues and getting satisfaction while sharing knowledge with other 
colleagues 
Benefit the organisation: this node shows how using web 2.0 is beneficial for the 
company and tis why employees are motivated to use web 2.0. The benefit for 
the organisation is to make leveraging employees’ knowledge collectively, 
recording this knowledge and communicating it to help employees who need 
this knowledge to do the work in a better way  
Appreciating Web 2.0 benefits: this node shows how employees appreciate the 
benefits of adopting web 2.0 and which in turn keep the adoption 
Reciprocal benefit: This node shows that there are some benefits individual 
employees gain by adopting web 2.0 and therefore employees become 
motivated to adopt web 2.0. Those benefit are extending someone own 
knowledge, expose to other knowledge and obtain recognition within the firm 
as active, knowledgeable and helpful individuals 
No affect of Reciprocal benefit on individuals: this node shows that there is no 
influence of Reciprocal benefit (gaining personal benefit) on the adoption of 
web 2.0 by employees. The usefulness of web 2.0 to the company via sharing 
with colleges is the true influential benefit. 
Better technology: This node shows how web 2.0 is perceived as better 
technology that support collaboration, communication and doing the work 
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easier and faster than using previews technologies like intranet and emails. 
Employees believing in web 2.0 as a better technology help seeing and valuing 
its useful. 
Secondary usefulness: This node shows that the use of web 2.0 is recognised as 
useful but the benefit gained by its adoption is not more important than doing 
other things which might be highly related to every day work tasks and 
activities. 
Usefulness of web 2.0 because of its core business task: This Node contain text 
that implicitly shows that there are two types of usefulness (secondary one, and 
benefit to the core of the business task) 
Soft usefulness: this node shows that the usefulness of web 2.0 adoption is soft 
or intangible which is difficult to be measured even though employees can feel 
their benefits. 
Long term usefulness: Web 2.0 is useful to use but some time its usefulness can 
be seen on the long run after some time. So its usefulness is not mediate which 
could be some time influence web 2.0 adoption negatively 
Up then down usefulness: Some web 2.0 like wiki when used for learning and 
training get used less and less over time as an employee would become more 
experienced in doing work activities and processes. 
Up and down usefulness: the usefulness of web 2.0 adoption could goes up and 
down and that could be related to some issue like web 2.0 alignment to the 
work activity, the employees’ awareness and perhaps to the role of web 2.0 
champion as a person who could communicate all of that to the rest of the 
employees. This also could suggest that web 2.0 adoption is a process that 
change over time because of other issues 
Extremely usefulness overcomes tool complexity: this shows that the extremely 
usefulness of web 2.0 controls or moderates the influence of other factors (like 
complexity) on the adoption. 
Web 2.0 adoption is challenging: this node states that adopting web 2.0 by 
employees is a challenge organisation face and worry about. 
Adoption is a process: this node shows that the adoption of web 2.0 happens in 
a process format where it occur over a period of time and several issues 
influence that directly or it influence the adoption via the usefulness of web 2.0.  
The adoption process is complex and accrue subjective to some issues, the 
relation between those issues and the context (web 2.0 type, purpose, 
personal...) 
The adoption of different web 2.0 tools are vary: There are web 2.0 tools that is 
adopted more than others. In addition, the fast of adopting web 2.0 and its 
drops are deferent from web 2.0 technology to another. These variances 
between web 2.0 technology adoptions because of the level of the need to use 
web 2.0 tools to do daily work activities, individual preferences , organisation 
focus on a specific technology or due to lake of collaborative culture. 
Different influence degrees of the adoption factors: This node shows that there 
are some factors that would be very influential on the web 2.0 adoption process 
and on the other hand there are less influential factors. 
Adoption factors influence each other: This node shows that there are some 
adoption issues that influence or related to other adoption factors for example 
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how the technical compatibility of web 2.0 (e.g. log on) could make the use of 
the web 2.0 less user-friendly and not easy which them would influence the 
adoption. 
Forcing the adoption and the adoption quality: this node shows how forcing 
employees to adopt web 2.0 could affect the quality or the maturity of web 2.0 
adoption. This is because employees wither will not adopt frequently or fully or 
in a collaborative way because they can see it usefulness. This node describe an 
important feature of web 2.0 adoption which is optional adoption 
Low adoption: This node shows that web 2.0 have low adoption rate or not been 
adopted at all 
High adoption: this node shows that the adoption of web 2.0 is successful. This 
evaluation is for an organisational level not individual one, therefore there is 
need to find more individual level 
Active adoption: this node shows there is an individual adoption of web 2.0 that 
take content consuming as well as content contribution format 
Frequent use: this node shows there is an individual adoption of web 2.0 that 
take more often use of web 2.0 wither for content consuming or content 
contribution. 
Passive adoption: this node shows there is an individual adoption of web 2.0 
that take content consuming or read only rather than consummating as well as 
contributing content 
Low frequent use:  This node shows there is an individual adoption of web 2.0 
that take less often use of web 2.0 
The need for web 2.0 content: this node shows that employees need for web 
content derive its adoption and once the need is gone employees use of web 2.0 
would be less. & they might need to merger with trigger to access web 2.0, 
access when there is need for role transition and on demand access 
The wealth of web 2.0 content: this node shows that how the content of web 
2.0 been rich motivate employees adoption of such technology and the opposite 
if there is no enough content 
The interest in web 2.0 content: show that if employees feel not interested in 
the content or the discussion happening in web 2.0 platforms this would 
influence them negatively to adopt and be more engaged with this platform. As 
an idea I thinking creating communities of interest around the use of web 2.0 
especially when web 2.0 is used for KS is very important. 
Web 2.0 content qualities: this node shows the importance of web 2.0 content 
quality as a factor on the adoption process. Two people stated that web 2.0 has 
a good quality content and this could be related to how web 2.0 has this quality 
content by been transparent and collaborative platform 
Issues with categorising web 2.0 content: this node shows that employees have 
faced difficulties categorising the content on web 2.0 tool like wiki and how 
doing so is overwhelming task. This might suggest using some of web 2.0 tools 
like wiki is more difficult than other web 2.0. Also, it shows there is issue with 
group categorising the wiki content (Folksonomy) 
Categorising web 2.0 content and finding content issue: This node shows that 
there is a problem “finding needed web 2.0 content” caused by difficulty in 
categorising web 2.0 content faced by employees or group categories the 
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content (Folksonomy). This problem could then influence the usefulness of web 
2.0 
Web 2.0 content multi scrutinised: this node shows that the web 2.0 content has 
a trusted quality in it because it is viewed, reviewed and corrected by many 
employees. 
Difficulties to find content affect the usefulness: This node links the difficulty of 
finding content within web 2.0 (especially because of categorising web 2.0 cont 
issues) to recognising the usefulness of web 2.0. 
Web 2.0 content quality affect web 2.0 usefulness: this node shows that the 
quality of web 2.0 content influence employees perception about the usefulness 
of using web 2.0 
Discovering people via their content: This nod shows how web 2.0 content 
support adoption and using web 2.0 to discover and network with experts within 
the firm.  
Web 2.0 tools vary in the influence of critical mass: this node shows that 
deferent type of web 2.0 technologies influenced differently by critical mass. 
Web 2.0 tool (wiki, micro-blog) would need to reach critical mass in order to be 
strong motivator for employees to be engaged, but other technology like CRM 
systems that have web 2.0 or collaborative nature and does not have much 
impact on the daily activity would have the critical mass less significant in the 
adoption process 
Web 2.0 tools vary in the need to do training: this nod shows that some web 2.0 
is very simple and does not need training like Yammer (micro-blog), so providing 
training is motivator factor and useful if the web 2.0 tool putting in a place is 
complex to use (this would be valid if the tool is relay complicated or the user is 
not familiar at all with IT or web 2.0) 
Web 2.0 tools vary with regard to time issue: this node shows that deferent web 
2.0 technologies are deferent in terms of the influence of time issue on their 
adoption.  This could include also some web 2.0 perceived as time consuming 
and others don’t.  This is due to the time intensive nature of using some web 2.0 
(i.e. blogs) or because of the purpose they used for (i.e. KS or other purpose that 
is not highly related to daily work activities)  
Web 2.0 tools vary in their collaborative use: this node shows that deferent web 
2.0 technologies are deferent in terms of their use for collaboration. I think 
because of this vainness among web 2.0, not all of those tools adoption would 
be influenced by the need for collaboration and collaborative nature of such 
technology. 
Web 2.0 tools vary in their social use: this node shows that deferent web 2.0 
technologies are deferent in terms of their use to socially connect with 
colleagues. Therefore, the influence of social networking is controlled by the 
type of web 2.0 tool as not every web 2.0 technology has a social aspect in it. 
Note: there is another type of networking “corporate networking” might or 
might not be relevant to this node. 
Web 2.0 tools vary in their ease of use: this node shows that deferent web 2.0 
technologies are deferent in terms of been easy to use. In general technology 
like wiki could be difficult to use and other technology like micro-blogging 
mostly perceived as easy to use, therefore the type of web 2.0 could control the 
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influence of easy to use factor. 
Usefulness of deferent web 2.0 tools vary: this node shows that deferent web 
2.0 technologies are deferent in terms of their usefulness and need to be used. 
People perceive web 2.0 as useful in general but there are primary and 
secondary usefulness of web 2.0 technologies which would make the adoption 
of those technologies deferent from one type to another.  
Collaboration: this node shows that web 2.0 could support collaboration in work 
place and provided some example on how this could happen. Web 2.0 used to 
enhance employees’ collaboration on projects or work activities, facilitate 
employees’ discussion around those activities in real-time and non real-time 
modes. The use of web 2.0 overcomes time zone and geographical issues 
Missing the collaboration: this node shows that there are some cases when web 
2.0 not used or used less for collaboration among colleagues. There is need to 
see why collaboration usage is not achieved in those cases. Is it something 
related to the technology, individuals, and organisations or work activities?  
Collaboration as discussion, asking for help and KS:  This nodes shows that 
collaboration on web 2.0 could take form of knowledge  sharing , discussion 
among colleagues and helping each other. 
Working together on projects: This node shows one form of collaboration via 
web 2.0 and that is working together on projects to bring everything about 
those projects including design, thoughts, tasks, messages and discussion all in 
one place. Web 2.0 for project would make it easy for multiple people to 
provide several inputs and track them easily and be over everything. 
Real time collaboration: this node shows that web 2.0 supports real time 
collaboration which is very potential collaboration form including collaborative 
writing (co-authoring) or working together. Also, it state how important is it to 
do real time collaboration 
Work tasks drive the collaboration: this node shows that the types of work 
activities influencing employees need to collaborate and then influence their use 
of web 2.0 to enable them do those work activities Eg. Using Google docs to 
entre and compare the resolute of several round system testing, or to 
collaborate on building a business proposal done by deferent people 
Ability to share knowledge on web 2.0 includes the ability to break down ideas 
or thought about something, language skills assess communicating knowledge 
clearly, ability to categorise or label web2.0 content or knowledge, ability to use 
web 2.0 technologies. This node shows how those dimensions form someone’s 
ability to use web 2.0 to share knowledge and how this ability influence the 
adoption. this node would be issue when using web 2.0 like wiki and blogs. 
Openness to share knowledge: this node shows that been openness to share 
knowledge would be a big motivator to adopt web 2.0 in an active way if the 
purpose of the technology to support knowledge sharing 
Knowledge about the domain: this node shows the importance of employees 
been experienced and knowledgeable in their domain to adopt web 2.0 in an 
active way or involved in a discussion with other colleagues. As employees have 
higher confidence in their knowledge they would be more comfortable engage 
actively with web 2.0 
Exchanging knowledge: this node shows that exchanging knowledge (sharing 
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and receiving back) is one of the benefits gained by using web 2.0 which 
consider as one of the motivators that encourage employees to adopt web 2.0. 
Valuing one’s own knowledge; this node shows that if someone value his /her 
own knowledge and be able to see its usefulness to other colleagues, this would 
motivate adopting web 2.0 to share knowledge with others. 
Knowledge source: this node shows that web 2.0 is a valuable source of 
knowledge which could be accessed by employees to get answers, help and 
knowledge. 
Quick knowledge reference: This node shows an important advantage of web 
2.0 as a quick space to obtain knowledge and connect with experts to obtain 
assistant in urgent situations 
Web 2.0 used for knowledge sharing: this node shows that the essential idea of 
web 2.0 is to encourage and support employees to share their knowledge with 
each other. 
Knowledge sharing culture: this node shows how Knowledge sharing culture 
within organisation is essential to motivate employees to be more open and 
able to express themselves and share their knowledge. This in turn would 
motivate employees to adopt web 2.0 in order to share knowledge 
Web 2.0 improves Knowledge sharing culture: Web 2.0 easy to use, openness 
and its social networking nature makes sharing knowledge easer and enhance 
the awareness of the knowledge sharing importance which will improve the 
knowledge sharing culture at least on the employees’ level (not sure about 
management level). This node shows how web 2.0 could enhance organisation 
knowledge sharing culture 
Web 2.0 connect management with employees: this node shows one of the 
benefit gained by using web 2.0 which is bridging the gap between employees 
and management and allow them to be more engaged and connected. This 
would help communicating important messages from management and allow 
employees to get assistant and gaudiness. 
Senior management engagement within web 2.0: this node shows that 
Management involving and taking part in the discussion with employees via web 
2.0 makes web 2.0 enhance employees’ adoption. There are cases where 
management does not respond to employees’ inquiry and does not engage with 
its employees over web 2.0 to provide guidance and that decrease employees’ 
adoptions as they less value the technology. 
Senior management leadership to adopt web 2.0: this node shows that 
Management embracing and using web 2.0 themselves is important influential 
factors on employees’ adoption of such technology. This is a leading by example 
which is effective way to motivate employees adoption because managers are 
seen as role models, or employees desire to present their competence, or the 
get the messages that web 2.0 is important for the company. 
Management fear of web 2.0: this node shows that there is fear from 
management with regard to web 2.0 adoptions in work place. This fear could 
influence mangers adoption as well as other employees’ adoption. Managers 
fear that employees misuse of web 2.0 and in this case this would make them 
resist web 2.0 adoption or do not support employees adoption. Also, 
management are concern adopting web 2.0 and engaging with employees as 
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sensitive information may disclosed or they might miss guide or confused their 
employees. 
Lack senior management support: this node shows that there is management 
lack in endorsing praising and promoting web 2.0 adoption, and this affect 
negatively on employees adoption and sometime on the quality of the adoption 
(if using web 2.0 is mandatory) as a consequence. 
Senior management support of adopting web 2.0: this node shows the 
importance of management support to enhance employees’ adoption of web 
2.0. Management support takes the form of embracing web 2.0, promoting web 
2.0, recognising the use of web 2.0, and raising the awareness about web 2.0 
existences, its benefits and how employees can get the most out of it. 
New employee: this node shows that there is a type of employees who are new 
to the workplace are adopting web 2.0 more to access and read information as a 
way of training themselves. 
Employees type and demographic: this node shows that there are some 
demographics characteristics related to employees type, their approach of doing 
work which influence the adoption of web 2.0. Employees care about knowledge 
and knowledge sharing like consultants as well as employees who are working 
on innovative projects are more motivated to adopt web 2.0.  Other employees 
who are methodical and process driven like engineers and accountant are less 
motivated to adopt web 2.0  
Other employees’ recommendation to use web 2.0: this nodes show that 
testimonial or recommendation from other peers motivate employees to 
discover the usefulness of web 2.0 and then individual employees make 
dissension about the continues use of such technology. this might be an 
important step at the beginning of employees adoption to make them aware of 
web 2.0 and its usefulness 
Other employees use of web 2.0: this node shows that other employees 
engagement and use of web 2.0 motivate the continues adoption of such 
technology 
Other employees commenting motivate your use: this node shows that 
employees’ engagement with the web 2.0 active user and their contributions is 
important motivate for continues use and active participation over web 2.0 
Limited access by some employees: this node shows that there are some 
restriction of some type of web 2.0 and its use by specific people.  
Enhance employees engagement and loyalty: this node shows an important 
benefit of using web 2.0 technology particularly for the companies that have 
employees working off sure. This benefit is maintaining employees’ affiliation, 
loyalty and engagement. This benefit would be for companies as well as 
employees. 
Update employees and enhance awareness: this node shows an important 
benefit of web 2.0 which is disseminating important social news as well as other 
news and updates related to the company, the industry and the country 
economy. This would make employees more empowered. 
Distributed workforce use of web 2.0 to support collaboration: This node shows 
that how web 2.0 is used to connect employees with colleagues and mangers 
and how it facilitates collaborating on projects, sharing document and sharing 
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knowledge. This would suggest that web 2.0 would more beneficial for the 
companies that have a distributed workforce and need to connect employees 
virtually. 
Distributed workforce use of web 2.0 0 connects employees virtually: this node 
shows the ability of web 2.0 to connect employees who are based in deferent 
locations as web 2.0 are accessible anywhere and could connects employees 
with each other whether employees with employees or employees with their 
managers. 
Web 2.0 used for documenting work process: this node shows one of web 2.0 
usages which documenting best practise about work process 
Web 2.0 support group work: this node shows that how web 2.0 is useful (web 
2.0 benefit) for group work as it make everyone be across what’s happening on 
a project which will keep tracking of everything related to a project including the 
design files and make that accessible by all employees even the admin people, 
also this tool facilitates the discussion and collaboration among colleagues and 
keep record of it 
Using web 2.0 for non work related: this node shows that how web 2.0 has 
started to be used for non work related use like socialising.  
Work tasks drive collaboration: this node shows that work tasks may or may not 
require employees to work collaboratively. This consequently, would influence 
the need for using web 2.0 and then web 2.0 adoption by employees. Here some 
cases are presented where employees do not need to collaborate because of 
the work type they do, and other cases where employees need to collaborate to 
get the work done. 
Web 2.0 fit in with work tasks: this node shows that web 2.0 might or might not 
fit in with the company work activities and this would influence employees’ 
adoption of web 2.0. So, employees would be more encouraged (and sometimes 
have) to adopt web 2.0 to perform work tasks (get the job done) 
Business domain: this node describes the nature of the business domain for 
participants’ companies. This could be changed into an attribute within a class. It 
is more related to the company than “business unit”. 
Business model: this node present an element called business model and that is 
the way company function to how it work. So this element describes one of the 
company characteristics. For example consultancy companies business model 
need employee to share knowledge and support each other socially (to maintain 
their affiliation) and in term of advice rather than working on project tasks 
collaboratively. This also would suggest which web 2.0 type to use for example 
wiki or micro-blog.  
Company size: This node brings to us the size of company. Adding this node as a 
classification might worth it. 
Global company: this node shows that the company that is based in deferent 
countries where deferent languages are use for communication would 
discourage some employees from engaging and adopting web 2.0 technologies 
because of language barrier. 
Company size & its influence on adopting web 2.0: this node shows that the size 
of the company could influence the adoption of web 2.0. This influence is 
negative on adopting web 2.0 used for social and communication purposes as 
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employees can engage and communicate with each other easily face to face. 
However adoption web 2.0 might be a benefit for small business to record work 
process and share knowledge on wiki platform for example 
Networking: this node shows that the ability of web 2.0 to connected colleagues 
as well as collages desire to be connected and engaged with each other 
motivate the adoption. 
Social use: this node shows that the use of web 2.0 social reason is not 
encouraged during working hours. 
Benefit of networking via web 2.0: this node shows the benefit of web 2.0 to be 
connected to colleagues to learn from them, ask for help or recruit for project. 
Corporate networking vs. social networking: this node distinguishes between 
adopting web 2.0 for social and corporate networking.  
Awareness: this node explain the importance of employees having the 
Awareness of web 2.0 including its existence, the rationale behind it and how to 
use it. Also, this shows that how this awareness could make the adoption 
happen or affect the adoption negatively. Providing awareness (what is web 2.0 
and why it is important) would make the first experience positive and this would 
encourage employees’ adoption of such technology. 
Awareness more important than training: this node shows that rising 
employees’ awareness is higher in priority and stronger influence than training 
on how to use web 2.0. This might be accurate if employees are young, have 
some internet skills and the web is easy to pick up and use (not like for example 
wiki). 
The need for web 2.0 training: this node shows that in some cases there is no 
need for formal training on how to use web 2.0 as web 2.0 has to be intuitive 
and easy to pick up. On other cases that reacquire training is when there are 
some employees who are old employees or do not have suitable experience 
level using the internet. Also, form the node “Web 2.0 tools vary in the need to 
do training”, there are some web 2.0 tools like wiki which might be a bit 
complex and in this case training is required. 
Training: This node shows the importance of providing training and how it 
absence influence the adoption negatively. The influence of training on the 
adoption occurs because of the complexity of some of web 2.0 or because of 
employees abilities. Also, this node shows that there are some employees do 
not need training and not influenced by it. 
Collaborative writing culture: this node shows that there is an issue around 
collaborating writing as been not supported by management or not preferred by 
employees as it could be taken personally. This node also shows how 
importance creating Collaborative writing culture could be to make everyone 
feel valued and then this would enhance the adoption maturity of web 2.0 
which would improve its content. 
Web 2.0 culture: this node shows that web 2.0 culture is an important and need 
to be embraced by management as well as employees make web 2.0 adoption 
happen and successful. Management needs to change form “control 
information” to “open environment”, trust employees in this open environment, 
also they should empower employees to contribute their best and value it. On 
the other hand employees should be more open to share, should think, act and 
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contribute in as a team; and finally accept collaborative writing. 
Passionate about writing: this node shows that employees love and ability to 
write would motivate adopting web 2.0 more in particular the ones that require 
a long writing such as wiki articles or blog posts. This would be individual 
characteristics.   
Online writing skills: this node shows that for some of web 2.0 technology there 
is need to use a new writing fashion that is short and use symbols and numbers. 
This writing style need to be learned but sometimes employees don’t feel 
comfortable using it. 
Writing skills: this node shows that employees confidence in their writing and 
languages skills influence the active adoption of web 2.0. This is due to the 
transparent nature of such platform and employees do not want to represent 
themself less professionally when using web 2.0 and contributing content. 
On demand access to web 2.0: this node shows adopting web 2.0 to access its 
content is subject the need to such content. This need or demand is comes and 
goes like Access when there is need for role transition and need to understand 
that role, new content or idea added and there is need to be aware of it. This 
type of usage would make adopting web 2.0 and engaging with it less frequent 
and changes over time. 
Compatibility and ease of use: this node shows that compatibility of web 2.0 
systems with other corporate system make using web 2.0 easer for example the 
log in issue. 
Easy to use: This node shows that how the simplicity to use web 2.0 is a 
motivation factor and especially when it is compared with previous technology. 
So, web 2.0 in general is easy to use apart from some technologies like wiki as it 
is has been explained by the node “web 2.0 tools vary in their ease of use”.  
Easy to pick up: This node shows how important web 2.0 needs to be easy and 
quick to pick it up. This includes the first stage of employees’ experience with 
web 2.0. So, employees need to understand its concept and know to use it very 
quickly 
Intuitive interface: This node shows show web 2.0 interfaces been funky, cool 
and intuitive is important attractive feature to adopt web 2.0.  If the interface is 
nice and simple, this will prevent employees to be turned off very quickly. This 
feature also would make web 2.0 easy to use. So it influences the ease of use as 
well as the adoption. 
Holistic: this is a suggested parent node for the nodes “Complete solution” and 
“One stop shop” which have holistic elements in terms of systems and content.  
Enjoyable as been easy to use: this nod shows that enjoyability when using web 
2.0 is tied to ease of use. 
Enjoyable as been useful: this nod shows that enjoyability when using web 2.0 is 
useful to get the work done. 
Enjoyment not important in work context: this node shows that the experience 
from using web 2.0 in social life and work context are deferent. Enjoying web 2.0 
outside the work is important in order to make the tool adopted and to make 
people every engage with it, but not in work context. 
Mobility: this node shows that the how web 2.0 mobility feature would motivate 
factor to adopt web 2.0. Such feature is important to help the time poor 
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employees sty connected and updated in their down time on the go, or it is 
useful the employees who part of their role is to be on the road. Also, this node 
shows that this feature is useful to motivate the access (passive) adoption of 
web 2.0 not the active one like creating blog post for example. 
Accessibility: This node shows that there is another important feature in 
addition to “mobility “ that facility accessing connection and content via the web 
based application web 2.0. this feature motivate using and adopting web 2.0 . 
No need for web 2.0 mobility: this node shows that there are some cases where 
the mobility feature is not important as an adoption factor. For example if there 
is no mobile workforce.   
Web 2.0 mobility & use time more effectively: this node shows that how the 
mobility feature and the accessibility helps using employees’ time (waiting and 
travailing time) more effectively to be connected with their company and 
colleagues. 
Web 2.0 transparency: this node shows web 2.0 has a visibility nature that 0 
plays an important role to increase the employees’ level of trust on web 2.0 
cont. This would increase the passive adoption and use of web 2.0 because of 
the trust factor but it decrease the active adoption due to the carful use of web 
2.0 caused by this transparency nature. 
Technical compatibility: this nod shows that the technical compatibility of 
deferent web 2.0 technologies with each other as well as web 2.0 technologies 
with intrant and other enterprise systems is very important feature and 
influence employees’ adoption of web 2.0. this importance of such feature is 
due to the benefits is offers including: makes employees easily connected with 
the web 2.0 content, saves time being able to use web 2,0 more efficiently and 
simplify doing or working on things and simplify accessing to web 2.0 and avoid 
login issues. 
Technical compatibility not important: this node shows that web 2.0 technical 
compatibility is good thing to have but does not influence adopting web 2.0 as 
each one of those technologies helps employees achieve a specific 
independently. 
Existence of an alternative: this node shows that the existence of an alternative 
technologies whether they are web 2.0 type or not would influence employees 
adoption of other web 2.0 technologies. So, after the existence happens, 
employees would make the choice of adopting a specific technology based on 
some points like ease of use, easy to pick up, existence of communities, critical 
mass, and not understand the capability of web 2.0. 
Official: this node shows the importance for web 2.0 to be officially 
implemented and endorsed by management in order to be adopted widely and 
successfully by employees. 
Web 2.0 has a foreign concept: this node shows that web 2.0 has a new concept 
of collaborating, sharing, connecting and ranking which is foreign concept to 
some employees. As a result of the lacking of understanding web 2.0 concept, 
knowing how to use web 2.0 and what to use it for is not understood which will 
influence employees motivation to use such technology. 
Similarity to social media: This node shows how the similarity of Enterprise 2.0 
technologies to social media (e.g. face book, twitter) could influence the 
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adoption. This actually due to 1) users (especially younger employees) forms 
certain behaviour outside work and want to bring it in; 2) Some of enterprise 2.0 
technologies are intuitive to use as social media 
Unintended use :This node shows how web 2.0 used in unintended way like to 
be used as one way channel (not for collaboration), used for personal and social 
purposes, used in monopolising way or used in close form 
Several usages: this node shows that there is flexibility on how to use web 2.0. 
Clearly one web 2.0 were used in several way and some time used for to replace 
other web 2.0 technologies. For example, wiki is used for reporting as well as 
professionally connecting colleagues together. 
Reliability: The goodness and reliability of web 2.0 is quite good and this makes 
using web 2.0 comfortable experience. The availability and accessibility of such 
technology all the time is important factor in adopting web 2.0 
Web 2.0 quality not critical: this node shows that the reliability of web 2.0 is not 
a critical factors as user tend to put up with failures if it is not very often. 
Web 2.0 validity: this node shows that there is another diminution of software 
quality in addition to the reliability which is the validity.  If web 2.0 do what it 
supposed to do for employees, they would be more likely to see it as a useful 
tool. 
Discoverability: this node shows that discoverability feature is important 
motivator for the adoption because of its benefit to bother the contributor as 
well as the consumer. For consumer this feature facilitate finding out new 
content and expertise and common interests by following people and groups. 
For contributors, this feature assists in making the contributor and his/her 
contribution more visible and therefore will be known person in his/her 
speciality. However, content on web 2.0 need to be managed properly to make 
it visible to employees. 
Compulsory: This node shows how making the use of web 2.0 compulsory could 
affect the adoption. Other chunks that show how the web 2.0 adoption is low 
because it is optional has been removed to the nod web 2.0 use is optional. One 
optional technique to make the use of web 2.0 compulsory is to embed it within 
work process. 
The launch: This node shows the launch time for web 2.0, and could provide 
more description about how it launch. This node could be included or at least 
treated as a class attribute 
Success level: This node refers to the successfulness level of implementing web 
2.0 tools and that includes the number of employees, frequent of using such 
tech and the quality of adoption it especially in a collaborative way. 
Predefined objective: This node shows web 2.0 tools that have goals that were 
defined in advance by organisations as well as the tools that do not have 
Predefined objectives. This could show how important it is to have web 2.0 with 
clear objectives in advance to have successful adoption. this is interpreted based 
on the rational of each tool identified hear. 
Roles synergy with other team members: this node shows that the synergy of 
employees’ roles and their complement of each other would influence the 
adoption in two ways. One is to influence the adoption make employees use the 
technology. The second influence is enhancing the active use of web 2.0 in a 
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collaborative way. So as employees are across similar roles this would encourage 
them to collaborate.  
Web 2.0 adoption Stewardship: This node shows that there is need to have Web 
2.0 champions to facilitate employees’ adoption of web 2.0. The champion 
would support the adoption by promoting web 2 .0 adoption and encouraging 
employees to joining, reminding everybody of the code of conduct, posting 
relevant materials on web 2.0 and organise or contain contributions on web 2.0 
within one stream as well as train employees on how to use web 2.0 
Organisation structure: this node shows the firms that has a small flat 
organisational structure. This node does not shows explicitly how this type of 
organisation could influenced employees to adopt web 2.0. However, it could 
tell us that this type of companies empower it employees and as employees are 
enthusiastic about web 2.0 this would make it faster and easier to adopt such 
technology. Another point is that managers would be close to employees in the 
hierarchy and this could motivate management to use web 2.0 to communicate 
with their employees. As other node suggested that management adoption of 
web 2.0 would motivate employees to adopt it as well. 
Web 2.0 enhances communication: this node show the benefits web 2.0 
provides to enhance communication. How it enhance communication is via 
subscribing and following features, 0 keeps track of employees’ discussions, 
offering afflictive cross communication channel and offer easily and quickly 
communication channel to ask solutions of help 
Web 2.0 is optional: this node shows that web 2.0 in some case are optional to 
adopt. If the optional level that is very low and indicate low organisational 
interest in it would influence the adoption negatively. On the other hand, if web 
2.0 optional but indirectly enforce its adoption by making it the group norm 
technology, embedding it in work activities or by using other way of positive 
reinforcement would enhance the adoption.  
Carful use of web 2.0: this node shows that there are some employees who 
would be very careful and anxious while using web 2.0 or would spend long time 
to over chick contributions about to be made on web 2.0. This is because 
employees do not sees as less professional or fool, and consequently save their 
image. This would make employees not active adopters (lurker) 
Fear of web 2.0: this node shows that employees fear from adopting web 2.0 or 
adopting web 2.0 actively or to socialise with other employees over web 2.0. 
Some would fear from breaking it or miss using it; others do not feel confident 
or comfortable for their contribution over web 2.0 to reach employees they do 
not know or fear to affect their image negatively or judged by other employees 
or managers. 
Self-promotion: this node shows that web 2.0 is used be some employees to 
promote themselves as good and helpful employees, experts and thought 
leaders. Therefore, self-promoting is an individual factors that could motivate 
employees adoption. 
Confidence: this node shows how important it is for someone to have some faith 
or Confidence in him/her yourself, with regard to knowledge or competency, 
writing skills and expressing opinions as well as Web 2.0 level of confidence in 
order to adopt web 2.0 technologies. The need for this Confidence is due to the 
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open environment and transparency of web 2.0. the web 2.0 level of confidence 
could influence the adoption (passive or active) whereas other confidence 
diminutions motivates the active adoption of web 2.0 
Web 2.0 level of confidence: This node shows the level of participant’s 
confidence in using web 2.0 and who this would encourage adopt such 
technology in work place. This individual factor could motivate employees to 
access web 2.0 but necessary to actively adopt it. 
Personal characteristics: this node shows that there are personal characteristics 
including: ownership, selfishness, reserved person, laziness, learning style, 
generosity which influence the adoption employees adoption of web 2.0 and it 
maturity (as some of those characteristics make employees adopt web 2.0 but in 
a passive way like reserved person). 
Knowledge seeker: this node shows that a group of employees are very 
motivated to adopt web 2.0 and access it very often seeking knowledge and to 
learn from other colleagues. Those employees are knowledge seeker because 
they are proactive or they are new employees. So, if someone is a knowledge 
seeker he or she is motivated to adopt web 2.0.  
Web 2.0 enthusiasts: this node bring to us the participants who are enthusiasm 
about using web 2.0 by themselves. Also, it shows how the level of the 
enthusiasm could influence the adoption. 
Age: This node brings to us the participants age. Also, this node includes some 
chunk of text (three participants) that says that the younger employees adopt 
web 2.0 in work place more than older employees.  
Years of experience: This node brings to us the participants years of experience. 
Also, this node could be combined with the node new employee to support the 
proposition that says new comers would be more motivated to use web 2.0 
particularly in reading mode to learn more about work. 
Job role:  It brings to us the participants job roles also it includes how the 
employees roles could influence adoption; like some employees have mutable 
roles as they need to do technical activities as well as admin job. Web 2.0 in this 
case facilitates job transition which would encourage its adoption. Also, 
employees who has management role would be less adopting web 2.0 or adopt 
in a passive way because they are time poor or they need to over considered 
their messages on web 2.0 as it might have negative influence. 
Colleagues’ appreciation: this node shows that employees who are actively 
adopting web 2.0 appreciate their colleagues’ appreciation and want to be seen 
as an important part of the community for their contribution. So, colleagues’ 
appreciation would motivate some employees to adopt web 2.0 
Acknowledgement: As web 2.0 could demonstrate that there are employees 
who are proactive and support the firm. And therefore, this node shows that 
those proactive employees would be more motivated to keep and enhance their 
adoption of web 2.0 as they get recognised within their firms by colleagues or 
managers. 
Senior management recognition of web 2.0 user: This node shows that it is 
important for management to recognise employees to adopt web 2.0 to make 
them feel great and valued and the keep or increase their adoption of web 2.0 
(this over time would encourage to adopt the system as the content and the 
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critical mass is reached). Management should not that some employees would 
use web 2.0 and contribute valuable insight to get recognises, so they need to 
get recognised. (Already refined and defined in related to the key word 
management) 
Recognition not important: this node shows that, there are some employees 
who would not be motivated by recognition for their adoption of web 2.0 and 
that may be because of personal issues like not feeling confidence or been 
generous. 
Incentive: this node shows that there are very rare employees who would be 
motivated to adopt web 2.0 because of tangible incentives as web 2.0 is self 
promoted. What is the most important is the intangible reward generated from 
the adoption as making work easer having professional relationship with 
colleagues, the emotional rewards and the knowledge. However, providing 
incentive might slightly motivate the adoption. 
Critical mass: This node does not only show the importance of reaching the 
critical mass as a motivator to adopt web 2.0, but also it explain the relationship 
between the critical mass the perceived usefulness of web 2.0. This shows that 
reaching the point make web 2.0 more useful as this reflect of the richness of 
the content and the participation. (this node might be better to categorised 
under technology) 
Critical mass is not important: this node shows that critical mass is not 
important influencer factor on some employees who are web 2.0 enthusiasts 
and keen on driving other to adopt such technology. Also, there are few 
employees think that as long as web 2.0 is useful and has valuable content, 
critical mass is not an adoption driver for them. 
Web 2.0 tools vary in the influence of critical mass :Web 2.0 tools vary in the 
influence of critical mass: this node shows that deferent type if web 2.0 
technologies influenced differently by critical mass. Web 2.0 tool (wiki, blog) 
would need to reach critical mass in order to be strong motivator for employees 
to be engaged, but other technology like CRM systems that have web 2.0 or 
collaborative nature and does not have much impact on the daily activity would 
have the critical mass less significant in the adoption process 
Perpetuate web 2.0 adoption: This node shows that there is another influence of 
the critical mass which is perpetuating web 2.0 adoption. 
Going with the group norm: this node shows that employees’ wants and comfort 
to be with the mainstream influences their actions toward adopting web 2.0. So, 
if the majority of employees are using web 2.0 this would make the rest feel 
more engaged to adopt it. 
Enhance image: this node shows that web 2.0 is a useful technology as it can 
enhance employees’ image when they use it to share their expertise and help 
others. So, someone would build his work portfolio through his web 2.0profile. 
Lose your image: this node shows that web 2.0 could be dangerous technology 
as it is easily can affect people image if they miss use it. This is because of it 
transparency and the messages can easily transformed very quickly in it. 
No influence of image: this node shows that the influence of image and its 
enhancement is very low in small firms as already known what he is good at. 
Image: this node shows that as web 2.0 provide benefit for employees to 
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enhance their image within the firm this would be a motivating factor for them 
to adopt such technology. 
Web 2.0 use needs time: This node shows time as an importance resource 
employees need to adopt web 2.0 and enhance their adoption. The importance 
of such resources is because of the nature of employees as been time poor as 
well as web 2.0 take time to access, maintain and updated. 
Consume time: This node shows that because of the time intensive nature of 
web 2.0 technology like wikis and blogs employees as well as focusing on 
creating decent content and knowledge or engaging with other colleagues that 
might takes long time rather than and meeting deadlines would make 
employees perceives that web 2.0 consume time and this would influence their 
adoption as they make priority to do the actual work. 
Web 2.0 saves time: this node shows that web 2.0 is a time saver. Using web 2.0 
to manage and work takes time initially but it saves time on the long run as 
things are organised. Also, web 2.0 is time saver as it helps employees get 
answers to their questions very quickly as they exposed to a wider community 
and content. Finally, when web 2.0 used for communication it cut down the 
communication time tremendously due the power of disseminating information 
and responding to wider group of people at once. 
Web 2.0 mobility & use time more effectively: this node shows that how the 
mobility feature and the accessibility helps using employees’ time (waiting and 
travailing time) more effectively to be connected with their company and 
colleagues. (already defined and refined with relation to the node mobility) 
Web 2.0 tools vary with regard to time issue: Web 2.0 tools vary with regard to 
time issue: this node shows that deferent web 2.0 technologies are deferent in 
terms of the influence of time issue on their adoption.  This could include also 
some web 2.0 perceived as time consuming and others don’t.  This is due to the 
time intensive nature of using some web 2.0 (i.e. blogs) or because of the 
purpose they used for (i.e. KS or other purpose that is not highly related to daily 
work activities). (already defined and refined with relation to the node web 2.0 
vary) 
Participants’ honesty: this node shows s that trusting web 2.0 users (employees) 
when they use web 2.0 has very less influence on other employees’ adoption. 
Web 2.0 could be missed used by mentoring employees, telling lies or adding 
malicious content. However, the nature of web 2.0 assess the community to 
self-moderates as well everything on web 2.0 will be logged so participants 
honesty might not be concern. 
Participant capability: this node shows that the need for someone to trust 
his/her colleagues ability to use web 2.0 as well as having knowledge and 
experience in their subject matter to adopt web 2.0 to read their contributions 
and engage with them over web 2.0. However, participant capability has not 
been reported explicitly as an issue occurred in work place. 
Colleagues’ honesty is an expectation: this node shows that trusting employees 
honest is an assumption could be because of the transparency level of the web 
2.0 or the professionalism in work context. Therefore, colleagues’ generated 
content is perceived as truth and accurate, consequently, employees’ adoption 
of web 2.0 would not be negatively affected. 
 268 
Appendices 268 
Colleagues’ capability is an expectation: this node shows that there is there’s 
already a level of trust and confidence on employees’ knowledge and capability 
to post correct and right information on web 2.0. Because whatever contributed 
and said on web 2.0 can be seen by peers, managers and directors as well other 
employees would moderating and reviewing, the contributor and his/her 
contribution would be trusted. 
Reciprocity: this node shows that employees trusting their colleagues to 
contribute content to web 2.0 in return and once someone find out that he or 
she is the only person contributing knowledge to web 2.0; this person will stop 
doing that. 
Empowerment: Employees’ empowerment: This node shows that employee’s 
empowerment is important in adopting web 2.0. If employees feel empowered 
to voice their opinions, they will be motivated to use web 2.0 and veers versa. 
Here are examples where companies that empower employees (small to 
medium company, and Consultancy Company) as well as a company that do not 
empower its employees. 
Web 2.0 policy: This node shows that companies have web 2.0 policy and it is 
perceived by employees as important to know the company policy and guideline 
on what to use web 2.0 for what it is acceptable and what is not. I think web 2.0 
would influence the way how employees would use web 2.0 but not sure how 
this would influence the level of engagement (maybe it could help somehow as 
the comfortable level increase the engagement increase) 
The role of communities around web 2.0: this node shows that Building 
community around web 2.0 is good strategy to enhance the employees adoption 
as it build a group ownership of the content, relations and have shared the 
organisational objectives and move toward it. 
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Appendix N 
 
Example of a Text Cloud 
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Appendix O 
 
Thematic Template of Enterprise 2.0 Adoption 
 
 Demographic 
o New employee 
o Years of experience 
o Age   
o Job role 
 
 Personal characteristics 
o Knowledge seeker 
o Web 2.0 enthusiast 
o Passionate about writing 
o Openness to sharing knowledge 
o Confidence 
o Capability 
 
 Awareness 
 
 Technology characteristics 
o User-friendly 
o Compatibility 
o Reliability/system quality  
o Enjoyability 
o Discoverability 
o Mobility 
o Accessibility 
o One stop shop 
o Complete solution/several usages 
o Similarity to social media  
o Web 2.0 has foreign concept 
o Web 2.0 validity 
o Web 2.0 transparency 
 
 Web 2.0 capability 
o Empowering employees 
o Quick knowledge reference 
o Knowledge source  
o Broadening communication 
o Web 2.0 support group work  
 
 Web 2.0 project 
o The launch 
o Web 2.0 predefined objective 
o Official  
o Success level 
o Champion 
o Policy (include making web 2.0 compulsory) 
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 Web 2.0 tools type (The variance of the adoption factors influence according to 
web 2.0 type) 
 
 Usefulness 
o Web 2.0 benefit 
 Self-promotion 
 Empowering employees 
 Quick knowledge reference 
 Knowledge source  
 Broadening communication 
 Web 2.0 supports group work  
  
o Appreciating Web 2.0 benefits 
o Intangible individual benefits 
o Disadvantage 
o Changing level of usefulness 
 
 Business 
o Business model 
o Business size 
o Organisational structure 
o Workforce 
 
 Community 
 Critical mass 
 Content 
 Culture 
o KS culture 
o Web 2.0 culture 
o Collaborative writing culture 
 
 Management 
o Support 
o Engagement 
o Leadership(leading by example) 
 
 Social influence 
o Going with the group norm 
o Individuals’ Image 
o Networking 
 
 Gratitude and recognition 
 Task and technology fit 
 Employees empowerment 
 Time 
 Trust 
 Fear of web 2.0 
 Training 
 The experience of adopting web 2.0  
o Web 2.0 adoption is challenging 
o Web 2.0 usage major typology: business use and social use 
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o There are several levels of engaging with web 2.0 
o  Employees adoption of web 2.0 occurs as a process 
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Appendix P 
 
Examples of Participants’ Comments on the Study Report 
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